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1 .  That  branch  of  critical  learning  which  is  called  Biblical , 
and  Scriptural,  is  of  use  to  the  Christian  Church  so  far  only 
as  its  labours  serve  to  extend  light  to  its  most  unlearned 
members.  If  those  labours  work  no  further  than  to  enable 
some  scores  of  learned  men  to  discourse  learnedly  among 
themselves  on  texts  of  Scripture,  and  to  catalogue  the  multi¬ 
tude  of  conflicting,  but  undetermining  critics  and  comment¬ 
ators  of  all  nations  which  they  have  consulted,  however 
gratifying  and  elevating  the  exercise  may  be  to  the  parties 
themselves,  it  is  absolutely  useless  to  the  Universal  Church. 
The  Christian  religion  has  this  peculiar  character,  that  all  it 
has  revealed  is  extended  and  adapted  equally  to  the  most 
unlearned,  as  to  the  most  learned.  It  has  no  arcana ,  no 
secret  or  reserved  doctrines,  no  “  penitior  critices  scicntia” 
above  the  reach  of  a  plain  and  honest  understanding,  to 
foster  the  pride  of  the  few  in  contradistinction  to  the  many ; 
it  belongs  to  no  one  order  of  believers  more  than  to  another, 
because  it  is  equally  the  proper  concern  and  business  of  each. 
The  entire  dispensation  of  the  Gospel,  under  all  its  temporal 
circumstances  and  vicissitudes,  is  proclaimed  to  “  every 
“  creature  under  heaven,  and  there  is  no  difFerence.,,  The 
biblical  critic,  therefore,  be  he  lay  or  clerical,  is  only  as  a 
pioneer  for  clearing  away  the  accumulated  obstructions  by 
which  former  ages  have  impeded  our  clear  discernment  of 
the  primitive  truth.  His  learning,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as 
an  end,  but  only  as  a  means  towards  an  end.  If  the  pioneers 
of  an  army  were  to  forget  the  object  of  their  work,  and  were 
to  halt,  to  discuss  curiously  the  mineralogical  characters  of 
the  ground  they  are  breaking  up,  the  army  behind  them 
must  also  come  to  a  halt.  As,  therefore,  it  is  the  object  of 
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the  whole  Christian  host  to  advance  to  that  primitive  truth, 
so  should  it  be  the  sole  object  of  the  biblical  pioneer  to  facili¬ 
tate  and  accelerate  their  arrival  at  it :  not  the  generals  and 
field-officers  only,  but  every  subaltern  and  private  soldier 
in  it. 

2,  That  primitive  truth  is  contained  in  the  Greek  text 
of  the  volume  to  w'hich  the  western  churches  of  Christendom 
have,  through  a  long  series  of  centuries,  affixed  the  name  of 
the  1  New  Testament If  our  English  version  of  that  volume 
had  been  originally  made  from  that  Greek  text,  we  should 
not  have  found  the  word  “  testament ”  in  it,  nor  have  affixed 
that  term  to  it ;  and  we  should  thu9  have  been  spared  the 
tedious  and  abortive  attempts  of  commentators  and  annot¬ 
ators,  to  reconcile  that  term  with  the  case.  But,  our  English 
translation  was  first  made  (by  John  Wiclif,  in  1380)  from  the 
version  of  the  Latin  Vulgate ;  which  Latin  version  first  intro¬ 
duced  the  term  “  testamentum”  to  the  church,  as  the  proper 
rendering  of  the  Greek  htaQrm ;  and  the  English  translator, 
unversed  in  the  language  of  the  original  text,  adhered  to  the 
terms  of  the  Latin  translation,  and  thus  established  its  English 
derivative,  **  testament which  word  has  been  erroneously 
retained,  and  transmitted,  by  all  his  successors. 

Even  the  learned  Bengel,1  in  striving  to  defend  the  word 
*  testamentinn  for  his  Latin  church,  of  which  he  was  so 
distinguished  an  ornament,  only  exposes  the  fallacy  of  his 
defence,  which  ultimately  and  wholly  rests  on  his  unsup¬ 
ported  assertion,  that  the  word  *  Covenant ’  is  better  suited 
to  express  the  Old  Economy ,  but  ‘  Testament*  to  express  the 
New ;  u  for  that,  the  Old  Economy  had  the  form  of  a  Cove- 
“  nant ,  but  the  New  Economy  had  that  of  a  1  Testament  or 
“  Willy — ‘  oeconomiae  veteri,  quae  habebat  formam  fcederist 
“  ‘  d/u&7)>ir),  oeconomiae  novae,  quae  habet  formam  testamenti;  ” 
which  is  the  very  point  denied.  —  (ad  Matth.  xxvi.  28. 
Gnomon.) 


1  John  Albert  Bengel  ( Bengelius\  Abbot  of  Alpirspach,  in  the  duchy  of 
Wirtemberg,  born  1607,  published  his  celebrated  edition  of  the  Greek  New 
Testament  in  173-1;  and  his  brief  Annotations,  or  4  Gnomon,’  in  1742;  of 
which  last  work  the  third  edition,  published  in  1773,  in  2  vols.  4to.,  and  con¬ 
taining  his  Life,  is  the  best.  This  learned  and  pious  critic  died  the  2d  Nov¬ 
ember,  17- 1 >2,  aged  G5. 
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3.  Michaelis  thus  discourses  on  this  subject:  “  As  the 
“  word  d/ccfyxri  admits  of  a  twofold  interpretation,  we  may 
“  translate  this  title,  either  the  New  Covenant ,  or  the  New 
“  Testament;”  and,  from  these  false  premises,  he  proceeds 
thus,  in  his  exposition  :  “  The  former  translation  (Covenant) ,” 
he  says,  “  must  be  adopted,  if  respect  be  had  to  the  texts  of 
“  Scripture  from  which  the  name  is  borrowed,  since  those 
“  passages  evidently  convey  the  idea  of  a  ‘  Covenant and 
“  besides,  a  Being  incapable  of  death  can  neither  have  made 
“  an  old,  nor  make  a  new  ‘  testament '  It  is  likewise  pro- 
“  bable,  that  the  earliest  Greek  disciples  who  made  use  of 
“  this  expression,  had  no  other  notion  in  view  than  that  of 
“  Covenant.  We,  on  the  contrary,  are  accustomed  to  give 
“  this  sacred  collection  the  name  of*  Testament and,  since 
“it  would  be  not  only  improper,  but  even  absurd  to  speak 
“  of  the  Testament  of  God,  we  commonly  understand  the 
“Testament  of  Christ;  an  explanation  which  removes  but 
“  half  the  difficulty,  since  the  New  only,  and  not  the  Old, 
“  had  Christ  for  its  testator.  The  name  of  the  *  New  Testa- 
“  ment'  is  derived  from  the  Latin  version,  in  which  diafy'/.n, 
“  even  in  those  passages  where  *  contract  ’  or  *  covenant '  is 
“  clearly  the  subject  of  discourse,  is  translated  *  Testamentum." 
“  But  this  must  be  regarded  rather  as  a  harsh  Grecism, 
“  than  as  an  error/’ 

To  this  effort  of  inexplication,  his  learned  and  right 
reverend  annotator  replies  :  “  But,  if  the  old  Latin  translator 
“  understood  haOwn  in  the  sense  of  covenant  or  bond ,  why 
“  did  he  use  testamentum ,  and  not  rather  fcedus  or  pactum? 
“  and,  is  it  not  extraordinary,  when  a  word  admits  of  two 
“  senses,  that  a  translator  should  adopt  the  term  which 
“  conveys  the  former  sense,  if  he  intended  to  express  the 
“  latter?  It  appears,  from  this  very  circumstance,  that  the 
“  old  Latin  translator  actually  mistook  the  meaning  of  diuO^xri, 
“  and  rendered  it  by  a  word,  which,  though  it  corresponded 
“  to  the  Greek  in  one  sense,  is  an  improper  translation  of 
“  d/a^xTj.”  And  he  ends  his  note  by  concluding,  that  no 
argument  can  be  derived  to  prove,  “  that  the  introduction  of 
“  the  term  ‘  testamentum ’  was  not  founded  in  error /’* 


1  Michaelis’s  Introduction  to  the  New  Test.f  translated  by  Bishop  Marsh, 
vol.  i.  p.  1,  and  345. 
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4.  That  the  introduction  of  the  term  4  testamentum1  was 
founded  in  error  of  language,  is  a  fact  too  manifest  to  be 
successfully  contested.1  Remote  in  time,  however,  as  the 
origin  of  that  error  now  lies,  it  is,  nevertheless,  to  be  easily 
detected  and  exposed. 

That  htuQrM,  in  the  Greek,  44  admits  of  the  twofold  inter- 
44  pretation”  of  4  covenant /  and  4  testament ,  or  will,'  is  cer¬ 
tainly  true ;  but,  that  we  44  may ,  therefore,  translate  it  cither 
44  covenant  or  testament"  in  the  volume  entitled  r,  A/a^x??, 
is  as  certainly  not  true;  because,  the  Latin  4  testamentum' 
signifies  only  4  a  will;  and  does  not,  like  the  Greek,  embrace 
also  the  sense  of  4  a  covenant/  which  is  the  only  meaning  of 
diadr.r.r,  in  the  Evangelical  Scriptures.  44  Testamentum  (says 
44  Ulpian)  est  voluntatis  nostre  justa  sententia  de  eo,  quod 
44  post  mortem  fieri  voluerimus  —  a  testament  is  the  true  ex- 
44  pression  of  our  will ,  with  respect  to  what  we  should  wish 
44  to  be  done  after  our  death. ”  Again,  44  Testamentum,  est 
“  mentis  nostra  justa  contestalio,  in  id  sollenniter  factum, 
44  ut  post  mortem  nostram  valeat2 —  a  testament  is  a  true 
44  attestation  of  our  will ,  solemnly  made  with  the  view  that 
44  it  should  have  force  after  our  death.” 

But,  such  a  sense  being  wholly  foreign  to  the  term  5/a0»jx>j, 
as  employed  by  our  Saviour  and  his  apostles,  Tertullian  was 
constrained  to  invent  another,  equally  remote  from  the  truth  : 
44  In  calicis  mentione  testamentum  constituens,  sanguine  suo 
44  obsignatum,  substantiam  corporis  confinnavit: — ita  con- 
44  sislit  probatio  corporis  de  testimonio  earn  is,  probatio  carnis 
44  de  testimonio  sanguinis.3  —  In  the  case  of  the  cup,  he 
44  confirmed  the  substantiality  of  his  body  by  establishing  a 
44  testament  scaled  with  his  blood  :  thus,  the  proof  of  his  body 
44  consists  in  the  testimony  of  his  flesh,  and  the  proof  of  his 
44  flesh  in  the  testimony  of  his  blood.” 

Such  subtle  and  artificial  expositions  not  approving 
themselves  to  the  mind  of  Augustin,  this  learned  father 
directly  states  the  fact:  “ Amant  Scripture,  pro pacto  ponere 

*  See  Annot.  to  Hob.  ix.  1G-10.  The  Reader  is  here  apprised,  that  the 
Scriptural  references  in  this  Preface ,  are  made  to  the  chapters  of  ‘  the  received 
text but  those  in  the  L  Annotations to  the  chapters  of  the  accompanying 
4  revised  text'  as  are  also  its  own  marginal  references.  See  Table  of  *  Corre¬ 
spondence  of  Chapters'  prefixed  to  the  New  Covenant. 

2  Lib.  i.  and  Titul.  xx.  1.  ap.  Gesner.  Thes.  Lat. 

3  Adv.  Marcion.  lib.  iv.  c.  40. 
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“  testamentum ,  id  est  d/atojx*}1 — The  Scriptures  like  or  choose 
“  to  use  the  word  testamentum  (will),  fox  pactum  (covenant)  ” 
Now,  to  what  Scriptures  does  Augustin  here  allude?  plainly 
to  no  other  than  to  the  Latin  translations  of  his  time.  He 
assigns  no  reason  for  that  strange  election ;  but  he  thus  hears 
determining  testimony,  that  1  pactum — covenant is  the  true 
and  proper  interpretation  of  the  scriptural  SiuQqxr,,  The  fact, 
however,  reveals  itself  to  be  this;  that  the  first  Latin  trans¬ 
lator,  knowing  that  dtccfyxi)  signified  both  ‘  testamentum'  and 
‘  pactum and  not  sufficiently  considering  which  of  those 
significations  properly  pertained  to  it  in  this  case,  adopted 
the  wrong  one. 

But,  our  Lord  himself  determined  the  proper  sense  of 
5/a07j/c*j  in  his  Gospel,  by  annexing  to  that  term  the  quality 
y.aivrj ,  ‘  new ,’  in  opposition  to  the  ■raXu.ia  or  trgurtj  Sicidr,xT),  the 
1  old  or  former  Covenant ’  made  between  God  and  the  children 
of  Israel ;  and,  the  words  which  our  Lord  used  when  he  said, 
“  This  is  my  blood  of  the  new  Covenant,”  had  direct  and 
manifest  reference  to  the  words  used  by  Moses  in  the  former 
Covenant  (recorded  in  Exodus,  xxiv.  8,  and  recited  in  He¬ 
brews,  ix.  20),  “  This  is  the  blood  of  the  Covenant  ”  See. : 
thus  establishing  the  relation,  and  correspondence,  between 
the  two.  St.  Paul  follows  his  Divine  Master,  in  his  allegory 
of  ‘  the  two  Covenants ,’  in  Gal.  chap.  iv.  The  commentator 
of  the  Greek  church ,  as  late  as  the  12th  century  (Euthymius), 
was  duly  sensible  of  the  true  intention  of  the  word  misappre¬ 
hended  by  the  Latin  church :  Ci  the  new  Covenant ,  or  new 
i{  legislation:  for,  the  blood  of  the  typical  lamb  pertained  to 
“  the  old  Covenant,  but  that  of  the  true  Lamb  to  the  new — 
“  rrig  xaivr,g  diadrixqg,  v)roi,  rr,g  veag  vo/iofo<fi a?  to  /aw  yag  a//xa  too 
u  rwrizou  a,uvo\j,  rr,g  iraXa/as  tjv  diaOTjxr^'  to  rou  aXr/dtvov  a>j,vou, 
“  rye  uag  wnv”-  Thus,  the  Greek  church  has  always  correctly 
understood,  by  r\  xaiv7)  biafyxr),  the  ‘  new  Covenant but  the 
Latin  church,  and  the  churches  derived  from  it,  have  always 
erroneously  interpreted  those  words,  the  new  Testament. 

These  facts,  duly  considered  and  pursued,  will  conduct 
us  to  a  thorough  insight  into  the  true  state,  both  of  the  text, 
and  translation,  of  our  Evangelical  Scriptures. 

1  Locut.  de  Genesi,  vol.  iii.  part  i.  p.  331.  Ed.  Benedict.  Ifi80. 

*  Note  to  Matt.  xxvi.  27,  where  the  Latin  translator  has  rendered  *  testa • 
mention.’ 
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5.  After  the  revival  of  ancient  learning  and  the  cultivation 
of  the  Greek  language  in  the  West,  when  the  light  of  reform¬ 
ation  began  to  dawn  on  the  church,  revisions  of  the  first,  or 
Wiclif s  translation  from  the  Latin,  by  collation  and  com¬ 
parison  with  a  Greek  text,  were  justly  deemed  to  be  indis¬ 
pensably  necessary  ;l  and  those  works  were  undertaken,  and 
prosecuted,  with  great  diligence  and  learning.  In  1526', 
William  Tyndale  published  his  revision  of  the  English,  or 
Wiclif’s,  ‘  New  Testament ,*  (at  Antwerp  or  Hamburgh) ; 
which  wa9  the  first  portion  of  the  Scriptures  printed  in  our 
vernacular  tongue.  In  1535,  Coverdale  printed  an  English 
translation  of  the  Old  Testament,  to  which  he  annexed 
Tyndale’s  revision  of  the  New,2 3  probably  revised  by  himself : 
these  last  constitute  what  is  called  4 * *  Coverdale's  Bible*  In 
1537,  John  Rogers  published  a  new  revision  of  the  former 
editions,  under  the  fictitious  name  of  Mntthewe.  In  1539, 
a  new  revision  was  published,  in  the  folio  Bible  which  bear9 
the  name  ofCranmer;  and  in  the  same  year,  another  revi¬ 
sion,  conducted  by  Richard  Taverner,  was  printed  by  John 
Byddell.  These  were  successively  followed  by  various  other 
revisions,  until  1611,  in  which  year  was  published  the  last 
authorised  revision,  which  constitutes  the  Bible  read  in  our 
churches.  Thus,  the  basis  and  substance  of  that  portion  of 
it  which  comprises  what  is  entitled  ‘  the  New  Testament is 
Wiclif  s  original  translation  from  the  Latin,  in  1380. 

6.  But  those  revisers  do  not  seem  to  have  been  aware  of 
the  effect  of  leaving,  in  their  revised  versions,  demonstrative 
evidences  of  the  Latin  medium  through  which  the  translation 
had  been  originally  made,  and  its  distinction  from  the  primi¬ 
tive  text,  of  which  it  ought  to  be  the  immediate  and  exact 
expression.  They  were  too  easily  satisfied  with  the  language 
they  found  in  the  existing  version  ;  and,  though  they  modern¬ 
ised  the  English  to  the  standard  of  their  own  day,  they 
suffered  many  words  of  interpretation  to  pass,  which  bear 


1  “  Libros  N.  T.,  si  quid  in  Latinia  varietatibu9  titubant,  Graecis  cedere 

“  oportere  non  dubium  est;  et  maxime  qui  apud  ecclesias  doctiores  et  diligen- 
“  tiores  reperiuntur.11— August  ly,  de  Doctr.  Christ,  tom.  iii.  p.28. 

3  It  is  to  Tyndale,  therefore,  that  the  first  debt  of  gratitude  is  due  from 

the  Christians  of  England;  since,  Coverdale  only  reprinted  Tyudale’s  work*; 

though,  probably,  with  due  corrections.  (See  Abp.  Newcome’s  Historical  View 

of  the  Enylish  Biblical  Translations,  p.  34.  Dublin,  1702.) 
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an  unequivocal  stamp  of  the  intermediate  Latin  ;  and  which 
they  would  not  have  employed,  if  their  office  had  been  that 
of  translation ,  and  not  merely  of  revision.  Hence,  they  in¬ 
volved  themselves  in  much  perplexity.  Thus,  in  Heb.  viii. 
6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  13;  in  Gal.  iii.  15, — iv.  17,  24;  in  Eph.  ii. 
12,  the  old  edition  of  1548  renders  4  testament,  after  Wiclif, 
whilst  our  last  revisers,  of  1611,  found  it  necessary  to  the 
sense  to  render  4 covenant ’  in  those  places;  and  in  Acts,  iii. 
25,  vii.  8,  the  former  revisers  had  found  it  necessary  to  read 
4  covenant ,  instead  of  4  testament,'  with  Wiclif.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  last  revisers  retained  the  errors  of  their  prede¬ 
cessors,  by  preserving  ‘  testament'  in  Matt.  xxvi.  28;  Mark, 
xiv.  24;  Luke,  xxii.  20;  1  Cor.  ii.  25;  2  Cor.  iii.  6,  14; 
Heb.  vii.  22 — ix.  15,  16,  17,  20;  Rev.  xi.  19.  But,  in  Gal. 
iii.  15;  Heb.  xii.  24 — xiii.  20,  they  hesitated  between  the 
two  readings;  and,  though  they  have  introduced  4  covenant' 
into  the  text,  they  have  inserted  ‘  testament '  in  the  margin. 
Now,  if  in  every  instance  where  the  Latin  has  4  testamentum ,* 
they  had  rendered  1  covenant '  in  the  English,  they  would 
have  given  the  true  meaning  of  the  Greek,  throughout ;  and 
the  sublime  exposition  contained  in  Heb.  ix.  15-20,  instead 
of  being  wrought  into  confusion,  would  have  preserved  its 
native  perspicuity  and  simplicity.  The  word  “  testament," 
therefore,  in  our  English  version,  is  a  badge  of  our  former 
subjection  to  the  Latin  church  ;  and  a  demonstration,  that 
our  vernacular  translation  was  drawn  from  a  Latin  original. 

7.  There  are  many  other  words  which  equally  fix  on  our 
version  the  stamp  of  a  primitive  translation  from  the  Latin. 
Thus,  in  Mark,  v.  30;  Luke,  vi.  19, — viii.  46,  the  last 
revisers  have  left  the  word  4  virtue,'  as  the  translation  of 
dvm piv,  4  power,'  only  because  the  Latin,  from  which  Wiclif 
translated,  had  4  virtutem,'  which  Wiclif  had  rendered  4  the 
virtu ;  but  4  virtue ,'  in  English,  does  not  signify  4  power,' 
though  4  virtus *  may  embrace  that  signification  in  the  Latin. 
So  also,  in  Mark,  v.  29,  they  have  rendered  ^a<r-/£,  by  4  plague,' 
only  because  the  Latin  has  4  plaga'  (for  Wiclif  had  rendered 
4  sykenesse’)',  but,  4  plague '  doe9  not  express  4  scourge '  or 
4  stripe'  in  English,  which  and  plaga  do  in  the  Latin 

and  Greek.  In  Matt.  xxvi.  45,  and  Mark,  xvi.  41,  our 
version  renders,  44  sleep  on  now  —  arise,  let  us  be  going,"  for 
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xadtvdtre  to  Kornev  ;  because  the  Latin  has  ‘  dormite  jam,'  which 
Wiclif  rendered  4  slepe  ye  now:  but,  Ko/nov  does  not  signify 
‘jam  —  now’  (which  is  contradictory  to  the  sense),  but,  in 
posterum — afterward — reliquo  diei  spatio.  (Viger.  de  Ideot. 
p.  22,  not.  Hoogev.)  In  the  same  manner,  we  have  incon¬ 
siderately  received  the  word  ‘  Calvary ’  into  our  English 
version,  as  a  topographical  proper  name,  in  Luke,  xxiii.  33, 
(“  When  they  came  to  the  place  which  is  called  Calvary’’) 
though  the  word  is  wholly  unknown  to  the  original  Greek 
Gospel,  which  says,  ore  r/K0ov  wt  rov  ronov  rov  xaXou/^evov  xguvtov — 
“  When  they  came  to  the  place  which  is  called  Kranion,” 
(i.  e.  scull).  This  the  Vulgate  renders,  44  locum  qui  vocatur 
“  Calvarice;”  and  the  English  version  accordingly  renders, 
“  place  called  Calvary ,”  misled  by  the  Latin  which  consti¬ 
tuted  its  original  text.  But,  4  calvaria ,’  like  x^avmv,  only 
signifies  *  a  scull;  1  and  in  Matt,  xxvii.  33,  and  Mark,  xv.  22, 
where  the  Vulgate  equally  reads  4  Calvarice /  our  version 
renders  simply,  ‘place  of  a  scull;  not  assuming  the  word 
for  a  proper  name.  So  likewise,  in  Luke,  xxiv.  31,  where 
the  Greek  words  are,  apavrog  eyevero  an  a uruv,  44  he  disappeared 
44 from  them,”  or,  44  became  unapparent  to  them’’  our  version 
renders,  “  he  vanished  out  of  their  sight,”  because  the  Latin 
had  rendered,  44  evanuit  ex  oculis  eorum”  In  John,  i.  5, 
where  the  Greek  has  r,  axorta  aurov  ov  xarCku (3sv,  our  version 
renders,  44  the  darkness  comprehended  it  not,”  only  because 
the  Latin  had  44  tenebrse  earn  non  comprehenderunt ;”  yet  the 
word  4  comprehend in  this  passage,  conveys  no  compre¬ 
hensible  idea  to  the  mind  of  the  English  reader.  So  also, 
in  John,  iii.  10,  we  read  in  our  version,  “art  thou  a  master 
of  Israel,  and  knowest  not  these  things  ?”  and  in  James,  iii.  1, 
44  be  not  many  masters ,”  only  because  Wiclif  had  so  translated 
the  4  magister  ’  and  4  magistri,’  of  the  Latin  :  perverting  the 
import  of  the  original  in  both  places,  which  has  bid aaxaKog, 
and  diduarxaXoi— teacher ,’  and  4  teachers ;  and  disappointing 
the  sense,  which  regards  doctrine,  not  authority.  For  though, 
in  some  places,  8i8aaxaKog  may  be  rendered  4  master ,’  where 
its  meaning  is  obvious  from  being  associated  with  padrirt <jg,  as 
we  call  a  tutor  a  master;  yet,  in  others,  where  that  reading 

1  u  Calm,  k^xvio*  vocatur,  licet  C*lius  et  Varro  calvariam  dicant :  nam 
“  calvaria  plnrale  est  calvts  ossa,  quae  sunt  et  singulariter  calvaria — Velius 
Longus.  Grammat.  Lat.  Pusebii,  p.  2243. 
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would  be  equivocal,  it  ought  to  be  rendered,  literally, 

‘  teacher :  and  so,  in  those  places  of  John  and  James.  So 
also,  in  John,  vii.  35,  our  version  reads, 1  the  dispersed  among 
the  Gentiles, *  because  the  Latin  has,  ‘  dispersionem  Gentium * 
which  Wiclif  rendered,  ‘  scatering  of  hethen  men ;  yet  every 
Greek  manuscript,  without  exception,  has  rwv  'EWrivcuv — *  the 
Greeks the  Latin  versions  only,  and  after  them  the  Arme¬ 
nian,  read  Gentiles.  In  John,  x.  15,  our  version  twice  renders 
*  fold,'  for  the  Greek  words  auX*j  and  because  Wiclif 

had  twice  rendered  1  foolde*  from  the  Latin,  which  has  twice 
1  unum  ovile:'  but  Kot^vr,  does  not  signify  ‘  a  fold,'  but  ‘  a 
flock  *  If,  therefore,  the  revisers  had  consulted  the  Greek 
in  this  place,  they  could  not  have  failed  to  diversify  their 
translation,  in  conformity  to  the  Greek.  In  Acts,  xiv.  12, 
where  the  Greek  historian  relates,  exaXoov  TiavXov  'Egpr,v — • 
“  they  called  Paul  Hermes ,”  our  version  renders,  “  they 
“  called  Paul  Mercurius because  the  Vulgate  has  trans¬ 
lated,  “  vocabant  Paulum  Mer curium retaining  the  stamp 
of  the  Latin,  even  in  the  termination  of  the  name. 

Another  defect  arising  from  translating  from  a  Latin 
version  of  a  Greek  original,  results  from  the  Latin  having 
no  article;  so  that,  where  the  Greek  expresses  a  definite 
sense  by  means  of  its  article,  that  sense  is  not  conveyed  by 
the  Latin  version,  and  errors  necessarily  follow  in  the  inter¬ 
pretation.  Thus,  in  Mark,  iv.  38,  where  the  Greek  is  tm  ™ 
irgooxspci'kaiov,  and  where  the  Latin  renders  *  super  cervical ,’ 
Wiclif  rendered  ‘  on  a  pilewe  (pillow),’  which  version  his 
revisers  have  left  in  the  text.  So,  in  Luke,  vi.  12,  where 
the  Greek  is,  ev  tji  and  the  Latin,  ‘  in  oratione /  our 

version  renders,  *  in  prayer following  the  Latin :  and  thus, 
the  true  senses  of  'TgoffxepaXcuov,  and  of  rrgoffeuyri,  in  those  places, 
are  lost  to  the  English  reader.  (See  Annot.) 

These,  and  all  similar  passages  in  our  English  version  of 
the  New  Scriptures ,  bear  in  themselves  indelible  proof,  that 
the  foundation,  and  general  fabric,  of  our  authorised  version, 
is  a  translation  from  the  Latin. 

8.  Its  last  learned  editors,  in  1611 ,  expressly  state  in  their 
Preface ,  that  the  design  of  their  work  “  was  not  to  make  a  new 
“  translation ,  nor  yet  to  make  of  a  bad  one  a  good  one,  but 
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<*  to  make  a  good  one  better The  good  translation  which 
they  were  to  make  better,  was  that  of  the  Bishop’s  Bible  of 
1568,  which  was,  in  fact,  that  of  the  old  version,  successively 
revised  by  partial  collation  with  the  Greek1 * * 4;  all  which 
nominal  translations  were  only  revisions  of  Wiclifs  real 
translation  from  the  Latin ;  but,  none  of  these  conduct  us 
to  an  actual  translation  of  the  whole  from  the  Greek,  only 
to  collations  with  it ;  so  that  the  term  *  translations /  applied 
to  our  English  version,  after  Wiclif,  must  be  understood  in  a 
very  lax  sense,  as  signifying  only  ‘  revisals ,'  *  corrections and 
‘  editions  :*  a9  may  be  seen  in  the  following  examples. 


2  Cor.  iii.  1 — 6. 


Wiclif’s  Version,  a.d.  1380. 

44  Begynnen  we  tlierfore  efteoone  to 
preise  us-silf  ?  or  whether  we  neden, 
as  summen,  pistlis  of  preisying  to  ghou 
or  of  ghou  ?  Ghe  ben  oure  pistil  writen 
in  oure  liertis  which  is  knowen  and 
red  of  alle  men,  and  maad  open.  For 
ghe  len  the  pistle  of  Crist  mynyscrid 
of  us,  and  writen,  not  with  enke,  but 
hi  the  spyryt  of  the  lyvyng  God  :  not 
in  stoonene  tablis,  but  in  fleischli  tablis 
of  herte.  For  we  ban  such  trist  hi 
Crist  to  God  ;  not  that  we  ben  suffi¬ 
cient  to  thenke  ony  thing  of  us,  as  of 
us,  but  oure  6ufficience  13  of  God,  which 
also  made  us  able  mynystris  of  the 
Newe  Testament.” 


Authorised  Version,  a.d.  1G11. 

“  Do  we  begin  again  to  commend 
ourselves  ?  or  need  we,  as  some  others , 
epistles  of  commendation  to  you,  or 
letters  of  commendation  from  you  ?  Ye 
are  our  epistle  written  in  our  hearts, 
known  and  read  of  all  men.  Foras~ 
much  as  ye  are  manifestly  declared  to 
be  the  epistle  of  Christ  ministered  by 
us,  written,  not  with  ink,  but  with 
the  spirit  of  the  living  God ;  not  in 
tables  of  stone,  but  in  fleshly  tables  of 
the  heart.  And  such  trust  have  we 
through  Christ  to  God-ward  :  Not  chat 
we  are  sufficient  of  ourselves  to  thiuk 
any  thing,  as  of  ourselves;  but  our 
sufficiency  is  of  God,  who  also  hath 
made  us  able  ministers  of  the  New 
Testament.” 


1  -  4<  nothing  prejudicing  (said  its  Preface)  any  other  man's  judge- 

“  ment,  by  this  doing,  nor  hereby  professing  this  so  absolute  a  translation  as 
44  that  hereafter  might  follow  no  other  that  might  see  that  which  as  yet  was  not 
44  understanded.  In  this  point  it  is  convenient  to  consider  the  judgement  that 

“  John,  once  Bishop  of  Rochester,  was  in,  who  thus  wrote  :  *  It  is  not  unknown 

4  but  that  many  things  have  been  more  diligently  discussed,  and  more  clearly 
4  understanded,  by  the  wits  of  these  latter  days,  as  well  concerning  the  gospels 
4  as  other  scriptures,  than  in  old  time  they  were.  The  cause  whereof  is,  saith 
4  he,  for  that  to  the  old  men  the  ice  was  not  broken  ;  or,  that  for  their  age 
4  was  not  sufficient  exquisitely  to  expend  the  whole  main  sea  of  the  6crip- 
4  tures;  or  else  for  that,  in  thi3  large  field  of  the  scriptures,  a  man  may 
4  gather  some  ears  untouched  after  the  harvest-men,  how  diligent  soever  they 
4  were.  For  there  be  yet,  6aitli  he,  in  the  gospels  very  many  dark  places, 
4  which  without  all  doubt  to  the  posterity  shall  be  made  much  more  open.*  ” 
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These  two  examples  demonstrate,  that  the  latter  is  only 
a  re  visa!  of  the  former;  and  that  the  former  was  made  from 
the  Latin  of  the  Vulgate,  uncorrected  by  the  Greek.  No 
one  now  translating  from  the  Greek,  would  render  6; 
ixavcocev  jj/a  ag  diaxovovg,  “  who  made  us  able  ministers  ;*  but, 
“  who  fitted ,  or  qualified  us  to  be  ministers ;  ”  yet  it  was 
so  translated  by  Wiclif,  and  has  been  continued  by  his 
last  revisers,  because  the  Vulgate  renders,  “  qui  idoneos  nos 
“ fecit  ministros."  This  rendering  Erasmus  allowed  to  pass, 
but  he  has  shewn,  in  his  note,  that  we  are  to  understand 
thus  :  “  qui  idoneos  nos  fecit  ut  essemus  ministri,  quasi 
“  dicas,  idoneavit And  it  is  observable  ;  that  although  the 
intermediate  edition  of  1548  took  advantage  of  Erasmus’s 
note,  and  rendered  “  whiche  bathe  made  us  able  to  ministre 
“  the  N.  T.,”  yet,  the  last  revisers  returned  to  WicliPs 
original  rendering,  “  made  us  able  ministers"  Dr.  Camp¬ 
bell,  in  his  note  to  Luke,  chap.  i.  35,  says;  “  it  is  one  of 
“the  few  instances  in  which  our  translators  have  deserted 
“  the  common  Greek ,  and  preferred  the  present  reading  of  the 
“  Vulgate the  learned  commentator  has  altogether  mis¬ 
taken  and  reversed  the  fact,  which  was,  that  our  reviserst 
in  those  instances,  did  not  desert  the  Latin ,  to  follow  the 
Greek. 

9.  The  foregoing  observations  are  equally  applicable  to 
the  German  translation  of  Luther ;  and  will  guide  us  to  a  just 
apprehension  of  what  IVlichaelis  reports  respecting  it.  ‘ '  Of 
“  all  the  European  versions,  none  is  so  ancient  a9  the  Latin, 
“  which  may  be  regarded  a9  the  common  parent  of  all  the 
“  western  translations.  For,  though  many  of  them  were 
“  taken  from  the  original  Greek,  yet  the  translators  either 
“  had  recourse  to  the  vulgate  for  assistance,  or  they  were  so 
“  accustomed  from  their  youth,  if  not  to  the  Latin  itself,  to 
“  translations  derived  from  it,  that  without  the  actual  design 
“  of  making  innovations,  it  w  as  impossible  to  avoid  betraying 
“  a  similarity  to  the  vulgate;  and  if  it  be  denied  that  they 
“  were  its  immediate  offspring,  it  had,  at  least,  a  considerable 
“  share  in  their  formation.  The  French,  Italian,  and  Spanish 
“  Bibles  that  were  published  before  the  sixteenth  century, 
“  were  taken  wholly  from  the  Latin.  The  same  may  be 
“  said  of  the  old  German  Bibles  printed  in  1462,  1467,  and 
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*<  1483;  in  which  Bibles  it  is  expressly  said,  that  they  were 
“  corrected,  with  great  care  and  diligence,  according  to  the 
“  Latin .  It  is  true,  that  Luther  translated  from  the  Greek, 
“  yet  marks  of  the  Vulgate  are  visible  through  the  whole 
“  translation  :  nor  would  he  have  been  able  to  produce  so 
“  accurate  a  translation  of  the  Bible  (the  present  sources  of 
“  critical  information  being  at  that  time  wholly  unknown) 
“  unless  lie  had  recurred  to  the  aid  of  the  Vulgate,  and 
“  resolved  not  to  forsake  his  guide  but  when  it  led  him  into 
“  error.” — (Vol.  ii.  p.  107.)  That  is,  he  translated  by  the 
Vulgate;  deviating  from  it  only  where  he  found  it  deviate 
from  the  Greek,  to  which  standard  he  laboured  to  render  it 
uniform  throughout.  He  was  too  wise  not  to  use  whatever 
of  so  great  a  work  was  already  perfected  to  his  hand  ;  he 
followed  the  example  of  Jerom  in  revising  the  older  Latin 
version,  who  says,  Novum  Testament um  Graecae  reddidi 
“  auctoritati  —  I  restored  the  New  Testament  to  the  authority 
“  of  the  Greek”  (not,  translated  it  anew  from  the  Greek)  j 
and,  in  the  same  manner  our  revisers,  miscalled  translators, 
retained  and  used  all  that  they  considered  to  be  unobjection-* 
ably  executed  by  their  predecessors. 

10.  But,  though  our  English  translation  was  originally 
made  from  the  Latin  of  the  Vulgate,  as  the  preceding  ex¬ 
amples  shew,  yet  the  revisions  of  that  translation,  in  the 
times  of  the  Reformation,  were  not  conducted  with  reference 
only  to  the  Greek  text,  but  with  reference  also  to  Era  sinus’s 
revision  of  the  Latin  Vulgate,  by  the  Greek  ;  which  revision 
was  ordered  by  authority  to  be  printed  in  column  by  the  side 
of  the  English  version,  as  it  is  in  the  edition  of  1548,  now  by 
me.  That  revision,  abusively  called  “  Erasmus's  translation ,” 
retained  the  general  body  of  the  Vulgate,  which  he  altered 
only  when  he  found  it  necessary  to  do  so,  in  order  to  bring 
it  closer  to  the  verity  of  the  Greek.  Like  Jerom,  he  says, 
“  Novum  (ut  vocant)  Testamentum  universum  ad  Graecse 
t{  originis  fidem  recognovi  —  I  have  faithfully  revised  the 
“  whole  New  Testament  (as  they  call  it)  by  the  standard 
“  of  the  original  Greek.” 

The  following  examples  exhibit  both  the  Vulgate  and 
Erasmus’s  version  of  the  preceding  passage,  from  2  Co¬ 
rinthians  : 
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2  Cor.  iii.  1 — 5. 


Lat.  Vulgate. 

“  Incipimus  iterum,  nosmet  ipsos 
commend  are  ?  aut  numquid  egemus 
(sicut  qitidam)  com  mend  atitiis  epistolis 
ad  vos,  ant  ex  voids  ?  Epistola  nostra 
vos  estis,  scripta  in  cordibus  nostris, 
qu;e  scitur  et  legitur  ab  omnibus  ho- 
minibus :  Ma'nifestati  quod  epistola 
estis  Christi,  ministrata  a  nobis,  et 
scripta  non  atramento,  sed  Spiritu  Dei 
vivi ;  non  in  tabulis  lapideis,  sed  in 
tabulis  cordis  carnalibus.  Fiduciam 
autem  talem  habemus  per  Christum 
ad  I)eum  :  Non  quod  sufficientes  si- 
mus  cogitare  aliquid  a  nobis,  quasi  ex 
nobis,  sed  sufficients  nostra  ex  Deo 
est :  Qui  et  idoneos  nos  fecit  minislros 
Novi  Testaroenti.” 


Erasmus's  Revision. 

“  Incipimus  rursus  nosipsos  com¬ 
mendare  ?  rum  egemus,  ut  nonuulli, 
commend  atitiis  epistolis  apud  vos,  aut 
a  vobis  commendatittis  ?  Epistola  nos* 
tra  vos  estis,  inscripta  in  cordibus 
nostris,  qux  intelligitur  et  legitur  ab 
omnibus  hominibus :  Dum  declaratis, 
quod  estis  epistola  Christi,  subminis¬ 
trata,  a  nobis  inscripta,  non  atramen¬ 
to,  sed  Spiritu  Dei  viventis;  non  in 
tabulis  lapideis,  sed  in  tabulis  cordis 
carneis.  Fiduciam  autem  hujusmodi 
habemus  per  Christum  erga  Deum. 
Non  quod  idonei  sumus  ex  nobis  ipsis 
cogitare  quicquam  tanquam  ex  nobis 
ipsis ;  Bed  91  ad  aliquid  idonei  sumus, 
id  ex  Deo  est :  Qui  et  idoneos  fecit  nos 
minislros  Novi  Testament!.” 


Of  the  same  nature  are  the  nominal  translations  of  Tyn~ 
dale,  Coverdale,  Matthews,  or  Rogers,  &e.,  namely,  revisions 
and  corrections  of  a  former  translation. 

11.  But  those  revisions,  as  I  have  just  said,  were  not 
made  solely  by  reference  to  the  Greek.  Deference  to  the 
commanding  learning  of  Erasmus,  and  probably  a  doubt  of 
possessing  sufficient  skill  in  the  Greek  language  for  such  a 
task,  caused  the  revisers  to  take  Erasmus’s  Latin  text  for 
a  guide,  and  frequently  to  translate  by  his  revision  of  the 
Vulgate. 

Of  this  fact,  we  have  internal  evidence  as  sure  and  con¬ 
clusive  as  of  the  former.  Thus,  in  Matt.  i.  20,  our  English 
text  reads,  “  that  which  is  conceived  in  her.”  The  Vulgate 
has,  “  quod  in  ea  natum  e9t.”  Our  editors  did  not  give 
“  conceived ”  as  the  English  of  the  vulgate  “  natum”  but  as 
that  of  “  conceptum ”  in  Erasmus’s  alteration  of  the  Vulgate  ; 
for  which  alteration  he  assigns  the  following  reason  :  “  Nos 
“  conceptum  vertere  maluimu9,  ne  quem  torqueat  sermo 
“  minus  usitatus:”  yet,  Erasmus’s  Greek  failed  him  on  this 
occasion.  (See  Annotation  on  the  passage.)  So  again,  in 
rendering  the  Greek  words  erx oudaXcv  and  <fxav5u\i£a)r  the 
English  editors  have  altogether  abandoned  the  Vulgate ;  and 
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have  so  closely  followed  the  vocabulary  of  Erasmus,  as  to 
pervert  the  meaning  of  those  words  in  the  English  text. 
In  the  vulgate,  they  are  uniformly  rendered,  ‘  scandalum ' 
and  1  scandalizo ;  Erasmus  substituted  1  off endiculum*  and 

1  offendo,3  from  whence  our  English  editors  adopted  the 

words  *  offence ’  and  ‘  offend ;  although  (as  Campbell  truly 
observes)  “  nothing  can  be  further  from  expressing  the  sense 
u  of  the  Greek  term,  than  the  English  word  offend ,  in  any 
“  sense  wherein  it  is  used.”  Thus,  when  we  read  in  our 
version,  “  Whoso  shall  offend  one  of  these  little  ones  which 
“  believe  in  me,”  for  6$  civ  ha  ruv  /j,ixswv  rourwv  ruv 

‘z/ffreuffavruv  ei;  t/xe,  our  Lord’s  words  are  totally  perverted 
from  their  meaning  in  the  original,  which  is,  u  Whoso  shall 
“  cause  one  of  these  little  ones  that  believe  in  me  to  stumble , 
tr  or  fail  in  his  belief :”  by  which  perversion,  the  awful  pre¬ 
assurance  denounced  against  all  who  speak  or  write  with  the 
view  of  disturbing  the  faith  of  those  who  believe  in  Christ,  is 
utterly  defeated;  for,  though  the  Latin  1  off endo 3  signifies  to 
stumble,  or  strike  against ,  no  such  sense,  but  a  sense  totally 
different,  is  conveyed  by  the  English  word  *  offend.31 

12.  Again,  though  our  revisers  quitted  the  Vulgate  in  some 
places  to  follow  Erasmus,  yet  in  others  they  adhered  to  the 
vulgate  in  preference  to  Erasmus ;  as  in  some  of  the  passages 
already  cited.  Thus,  in  Mark,  v.  29,  they  preserved  the 
word  *  plague,3  though  Erasmus  had  corrected  ‘  flagella.’ 
So,  in  Luke,  xxiv.  31,  they  retained,  “  vanished  out  of  their 
li  sight,”  though  Erasmus  had  remarked,  “  magis  congruebal 
t€  dicere,  desiit  illis  esse  conspicuus .”  And  so  also,  in  the 
instance  already  given  in  2  Cor.  iii.  6,  “  made  us  able 
“  ministers.3’ 

And,  as  it  was  of  Tyndale’s  revision  of  Wiclif’s  English 
translation,  and  of  Erasmus’s  revision  of  Jerom’s  Latin  text, 
so  also  it  was  of  that  Latin  text  with  respect  to  the  older 
Latin  version,  which  alone  was  translated  immediately  and 
throughout  from  the  Greek.  The  preceding  passage  of 

2  Cor.  iii.  from  the  ancient  translation,  is  thus  given  by 
Sabatier,  in  his  1  Biblia  Sacra.’ 


1  For  an  example  of  undue  deference  to  Erasmus  on  tbe  part  of  our  revisers, 
see  1  Pet.  iv.  3,  and  Annotation. 
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2  Cor.  iii. 

Versio  Anti  qua. 

“  Incipimus  iterum  nosmetipsos  commendare  ?  Aut  nun- 
quid  egemus  (aicut  quidam)  coramendatitiin  epistolis  ad  vos, 
aut  ex  vobis  commendatitiis  ?  Epistola  nostra  vos  estis,  in- 
scrip  ta  in  cordibus  nostris,  quae  SCi’tur,  et  qu*  legitur,  ab 
omnibus  hominibus ;  manifesUti  quod  estis  epistola  Christ!, 
ministrata  a  nobis,  inscripta  non  atramenlo,  sed  Spiritu  Dei 
vtvi :  non  in  tabulis  lapideis,  sed  in  tabulis  cordis  carnalibus. 
Confidentiam  autem  talem  habemus  per  Christum  ad  Deum  : 
non  quod  sufficientes  sumus  cogicare  aliquid  a  nobis,  quasi  ex 
nobis:  sed  sufficients  nostra  ex  Deo  est:  qui  et  sufficientes 
nos  fecit  ministros  Novi  Testament:.” 

No w  it  cannot  be  denied,  that  wherever  our  English 
version  betrays  a  closer  connexion  with  any  Latin  translation 
than  with  the  original  Greek  text,  that  connexion  ought  to 
be  dissolved;  and  the  English  brought  into  immediate  and 
exact  union  with  the  Greek. 

13.  But  we  are  not  to  infer,  from  the  scattered  defects 
here  produced,  that  a  new  translation  would  have  been,  or 
would  now  be,  more  desirable  than  a  new  revision.  It  was 
with  much  wisdom  that  our  revisers  abstained  from  “  making 
“  a  new  translation ,”  and  confined  their  labours  to  “  making 
“  a  good  one  better.”  Nothing  is  more  certain,  than  that  a 
new  translation  is  necessarily  a  worst  translation  ;  and,  that  a 
first  translation  arrives  at  excellence  only  by  repeated  revi¬ 
sions:  it  being  impossible  that  the  mind,  whilst  engaged  in 
the  progression  of  translation,  should  at  the  same  time  equally 
exercise  itself  in  the  interruptive  scrutiny  of  each  minute 
part,  which  is  the  exclusive  office  of  revision.  Errors  and 
oversights  will  insensibly  occur  in  the  process  of  translation, 
which  are  only  to  be  detected  and  corrected,  after  it  is  accom¬ 
plished,  by  going  over  the  whole  work,  again  and  again, 
slowly  and  attentively ;  not  looking  beyond  the  particular 
point  which  is  actually  under  the  eye ;  and  it  is  only  by  the 
repetition  of  such  labours,  that  a  first  translation  can  attain 
to  excellence.1  Our  English  version,  therefore,  has  been  in 

1  On  these  grounds,  I  totally  and  advisedly  dissent  from  the  reasoning  of 
the  Prussian  translator,  as  given  by  Bishop  Watson  ( Theol .  Tract,  vol.  iii. 
p.  102).  u  When  our  authors  were  ordered  by  the  King  of  Prussia  to  under- 
“  take  this  book,  they  consulted,  whether  they  should  revise  the  old  versions, 
“  or  make  an  entire  new  one.  But,  when  they  considered  that  a  netc  transla- 
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progressive  advancement  towards  that  point,  in  proportion  as 
the  first  translation  has  been  subjected  to  repeated  reveals. 
And  here  it  is  due  to  the  learned  and  excellent  authors  of 
our  last  revision,  to  keep  in  memory,  that  if  their  great  work 
did  not  reach  that  point  of  completion,  it  is  to  be  ascribed,  in 
an  eminent  degree,  to  the  impatience  of  the  nation ;  which 
compelled  them,  at  the  end  of  three  years,  to  put  forth  a 
work,  in  which  three  times  three  years  would  have  still  left 
room  for  improvement :  I  say  this,  from  experience,  the 
accompanying  revision  having  been  under  correction,  with 
more  or  fewer  interruptions,  for  nearly  ten  times  that  term. 

Nor  have  we  any  cause  to  regret,  that  our  English  trans¬ 
lation  was  originally  made  from  the  Latin,  and  has  been 
drawn  to  the  verity  of  the  Greek  only  by  subsequent  colla¬ 
tions  with  it;  because,  the  Latin  translation  was  originally 
made  from  the  Greek  in  a  time  when  the  Greek  was  still  a 
living  language;  and,  because  this  course  of  proceeding  has 
peculiarly  roused  the  vigilance,  and  pointed  the  accuracy  of 
criticism,  by  affording  two  standards  of  comparison,  by  refer¬ 
ence  to  both  of  which,  a  more  minute  insight  has  been  obtained 
into  the  true  state  both  of  the  text  and  of  the  translation. 

14.  Nevertheless,  it  is  an  undeniable  fact,  that  the  minute 
insight  which  we  have  at  length  gained  into  the  state  of  the 
Greek  text,  is  of  a  date  long  posterior  to  the  latest  authorised 
revision  of  our  version ;  a  necessary  consequence  of  which 
fact  is,  that  our  authorised  version  has  not  yet  received  the 
benefits  of  that  insight.  The  only  printed  editions  of  the 
Greek,  at  the  date  of  the  last  authorised  revision,  in  1611, 
were  those  of 

Card.  Ximenes,  printed  at  Complutum  in  1514,  published  in  1522; 

Erasmus,  printed  and  published  in  .  .  1516,  19,  22,  27,  35  ; 

Stephens,  ditto  in  .  .  1546,  49,  50,  51,  60; 

Beza,  ditto  in  .  .  1565,  76,  62,89; 

and  the  several  editions  printed  from  these. 

“  tion  would  cost  them  no  more  time  and  pains  than  the  revising  an  old  one ; 
44  and  that  it  was  impossible  to  revise  an  old  version ,  so  as  to  make  it  all  of  a 
44  piece,  they  resolved  upon  the  former,  Well  knowing,  that  the  best  way  to 
44  make  an  ancient  raishapen  edifice  regular  and  uniform,  is  to  pull  it  down, 
“  and  build  it  all  anew.”  This  comparison,  though  specious,  is  fundamentally 
fallacious;  and  I  truBt  it  will  be  found,  that  it  is  neither  Impossible,  nor  diffi. 
cult,  to  make  an  old  version  all  of  a  piece ,  in  revision. 
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The  first  of  the  Elzivir  editions  (which  are  regarded  as 
the  general  standard  of  the  received  Greek  text)  was  not 
printed  until  1G24  ;  that  is,  thirteen  years  after  the  publica¬ 
tion  of  our  present  authorised  English  version ;  so  that  the 
latest  printed  Greek  text  which  its  revisers  could  have  con¬ 
sulted,  was  that  of  Eeza ;  consequently,  it  has  not  received 
the  benefits  of  the  editions  of 

Elzivir,  Mill,  Wetstein,  Matthaji, 

London  Polyglott,  Bengel,  Grieshacb,  Birch,  &.C. 

and  yet,  it  is  by  these  later  editions  only,  that  we  have  at 
length  acquired  a  thorough  knowledge  of  the  actual  state  of 
the  original  text . 

15.  And  this  consideration  supplies  a  commanding  reason, 
why  a  new  translation,  in  our  present  knowledge  of  the 
actual  state  of  that  text,  would  not  only  not  be  advisable, 
but  would  be  a  positive  waste  of  time  and  labour;  which 
reason  is  this,  that  there  is  no  printed  Greek  text  that  affords 
a  certain  standard  for  translation  :  and  it  is  a  very  singular 
anomaly,  that  although  we  have,  by  public  authority,  a 
standard  English  version,  yet  there  exists  no  standard  Greek 
text  for  the  original  of  that  version.  No  two  principal  printed 
editions  of  the  Greek,  correspond  exactly  throughout,  and 
none  of  them  have  been  printed  verbatim  from  any  one 
ancient  MS.;  but,  each  has  been  varied  by  critical  altera¬ 
tions  of  its  learned  editor,  on  his  own  responsibility.  On 
which  account,  all  the  great  collators  of  MSS.  have  judged 
it  necessary  to  apprise  their  readers,  in  the  first  instance, 
by  what  particular  printed  edition  they  have  made  their 
respective  collations.  Thus,  Birch  states  in  limine,  that  he 
collated  by  Stephens’s  third  edition  (1550).  Bentley’s  colla¬ 
tions,  were  made  by  the  text  of  Erasmus’s  third  edition  ( 1 522) 
as  reprinted  at  Strasburgh,  in  1524,  by  W.  Ceplialauis  (Woidc, 
Append,  ad  Cod.  Alex.).  The  other  collators,  also,  have 
specified  the  editions  by  which  they  compared.  In  order, 
therefore,  to  a  new  translation,  in  the  present  mature  state 
of  our  experience  in  this  matter,  it  would  be  indispensably 
necessary,  first,  to  determine  the  particular  text  to  be  trans¬ 
lated  ;  and  the  only  sound  and  rational  method  of  proceeding 
to  that  object  would  be,  lo  take  the  entire  text  of  the  most 
ancient  surviving  manuscript ,  and  to  make  that  text  the 
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groundwork  on  which  to  build.  Cut  it  has  been  shewn,  that 
a  new  translation  is  neither  needed,  nor  to  be  desired  ;  there¬ 
fore,  that  most  ancient  text  should  be  employed,  only  for  a 
new  revision. 

16.  That  the  text  called  the  4  textus  receptus *  or  ‘  received 
text,'  is  far  from  supplying  such  a  desideratum ,  will  be  mani¬ 
fest,  in  considering  its  origin  and  quality.  That  text,  is  no 
other  than  the  result  of  the  various  tran scriptural  errors, 
omissions,  and  additions  (very  partially  and  imperfectly 
corrected),  which  have  accrued  to  the  primitive  text,  during 
the  thousand  obscure  ages  that  intervened  between  the  age 
of  the  oldest  surviving  MS.  and  the  invention  of  printing. 
During  that  long  series  of  ages,  the  several  MSS.  were 
written  in  different  and  distant  monasteries,  in  which  the 
more  learned  of  the  recluses  employed  some  of  their  copious 
leisure,  in  endeavouring  to  improve  the  text  (much  in  the 
same  manner  that  Aristarchus,  and  his  brother  gram¬ 
marians,  employed  their  leisure  in  tampering  to  improve  the 
text  of  Homer) ;  without  the  rule  of  any  ‘  sealed  copy  ’  or 
established  standard,  by  which  they  were  required  to  verify 
their  several  transcripts  :  so  that  it  is  matter  for  admiration, 
that  the  diversities  are  not  much  greater.  This  impregnable 
fact  claims  to  be  thus  asserted,  for  the  indispensable  service 
of  truth;  however  distasteful  it  may  be  to  the  prepossessions 
and  partialities  of  the  zealous,  or  of  the  inert,  advocates  for 
that  text.  When  Archbishop  Ne.wcome  affirmed,  in  1792, 
{Hist,  of  Transl .),  that  “  the  text  of  the  New  Testament 
“  has  been  transmitted  to  us  in  as  much  perfection  as  could 
“  be  expected  or  desired ,”  that  learned  prelate  did  not  reflect, 
that  his  proposition  demanded  division  and  distinction.  That 
it  has  descended  to  us  with  as  much  perfection  as  could  be 
‘  expected /  considering  the  times  and  channels  through  which 
it  has  been  conveyed,  may  be  granted  him  ;  but,  far  other¬ 
wise,  that  it  has  been  transmitted  with  a9  much  perfection 
as  could  be  *  desired ,’  unless  the  desire  be  very  languid 
indeed  ;  as  an  unbiassed  consideration  of  that  received  text 
will  fully  reveal. 

Nowr,  it  is  to  be  observed,  first :  That  mere  reception ,  can 
impart  no  real  authority  whatever.  Reception ,  can  cause  the 
currency  of  a  false  coin,  until  it  is  discovered  ;  but  it  cannot 
ever  communicate  standard  value .  It  is  the  same  in  the  case 
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under  our  consideration  :  “  Quod  a  principio  invalid  um  fiat , 
“  tractu  temporis  non  convalescit.”  It  is  delusion  in  sacred 
criticism  to  appeal  for  evidence  to  an  *  editio  princeps or  to 
the  ‘  most  ancient  printed  editions.’  We  know,  that  Eras¬ 
mus’s  first  edition  of  the  Greek,  printed  in  1516,  is  the 
‘  editio  princeps ,’  and  basis  of  the  ‘  textus  receptus ;  yet  we 
also  know,  that  that  first  edition  was  only  a  transcript 
from  one  of  the  few  MSS.  he  was  able  to  procure,  not 
one  of  which  was  an  uncial  MS.,  or  older  than  the  tenth 
century:1  “nos,  in  prima  recognitione  (he  says),  quatuor 
“  Gracis2  adjuti  sumus ;  in  secunda  quinque .”3  That  first 
printed  text,  successively  corrected  by  himself,  by  R.  Ste¬ 
phens,4  by  Beza,  and  finally  by  Elzivir,  according  as  more 
and  more  ancient  copies  were  discovered  and  consulted, 
constitutes  the  common  or  ‘  received  text  ;*  but  it  became 
‘  received not  from  the  establishment  of  a  final  and  decisive 
authority,  but  altogether  from  the  necessity  of  the  case. 
However  venerable,  therefore,  Erasmus’s  first  edition  may 
appear  on  a  shelf,  as  a  monument  of  the  first  printing  of 
the  Greek  text,  we  know  perfectly  well,  that  it  is  the  worst 
edition ;  because,  he  altered  its  text  in  each  of  his  four  suc¬ 
ceeding  editions,  in  the  last  of  which  he  had  obtained  only 
eight  junior  MSS.5  The  same  reasoning  is  to  be  applied  to 
all  the  ‘early-printed  editions:’  they  cannot  have  more  au¬ 
thority  than  the  MSS.  on  which  they  are  founded,  and  whoso 
contents  they  echo  ;  and  we  now  know  those  MSS. 

The  case,  therefore,  of  the  New  Scriptures,  with  respect 
to  printed  authority,  is  exactly  the  reverse  of  that  of  all 

1  “  The  MSS.  which  Erasmus  used  are  those  noted  by  Wetstein  ( Proley . 
“  p.  120),  in  the  First  Part,  1.  2.  3.  Gl.  GO:  4.  7*  in  the  Second  Part:  and 
41  1,  in  the  Fourth  Part.” — ( Notey  Marsh,  to  Micbaelis’s  Inlrod.  vol.  ii.  p.  84G.) 
All  these  MSS.  come  under  Wetstein’s  bead  of  tk  Codd.  Juniores ,  literis  mi. 
“  noribus,  et  accentibus  appositis  exaratx .” 

7  Wetstein  is,  therefore,  in  error  (ibid.)  when  he  says,  “Ad  hanc  (primam) 
“  editionem  adornandam  adhibuit  quinque  codices.” 

3  Apologia,  Op.  Erasmi.  fol.  Lugd.  Batav.  tom.  vi. 

4  In  1551,  R.  Stephens  published  the  fourth  edition  of  his  Greek  Testament, 
“  cum  duplici  interpr.  D.  EnASMi  et  Vet.  Interpr.:"  thus  shewing,  that  he 
worked  on  the  foundation  laid  for  him  by  Erasmus. 

6  I  am,  therefore,  surprised  at  the  emphasis  with  which  Dr.  Bloomfield  urges, 
“  especially  the  authority  of  the  invaluable  editio  princeps"  ( Pref '.  p.  10) ; 
for,  whatever  dignity  that  edition  may  have  obtained  in  bibliography,  yet,  i-t 
point  of  critical  authority,  it  necessarily  fell,  iu  proportion  to  our  more  ex¬ 
tended  acquaintance  with  ancient  documents. 
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classical  works.  The  MSS.  from  which  the  latter  have  been 
printed,  are  very  few;  and  still  fewer  have  been  discovered 
since  the  first  editions  were  printed  ;  so  that  the  succeeding 
editions  have  been  almost  entirely  reprints  from  the  first 
editions.  To  those  first  editions,  therefore,  appeal  is  reason¬ 
ably  made,  as  possessing  an  ultimate  authority,  or  the  nearest 
to  the  MSS.,  which  are  practically  inaccessible.  The  1  prin¬ 
cess,'  and  earliest  printed  editions  of  the  New  Testament , 
were  also  printed  from  few  MSS. ;  but,  since  they  were 
printed,  a  multitudinous  store  of  other  MSS.  have  gradually 
and  openly  disclosed  themselves,  in  almost  every  country  of 
Christendom ;  some  of  them  far  more  ancient,  and  therefore 
more  authoritative,  than  those  which  produced  the  first 
printed  editions ;  diffusing  a  continually  increasing  light 
over  them,  and  exposing  numberless  defects  in  each  of 
them.  The  princcps  edition,  as  we  have  seen,  was  formed 
on  four  MSS.  of  no  great  antiquity  :  by  the  latest  census,  we 
now  have  knowledge  of  between  six  and  seven  hundred  MSS. 
of  the  whole,  or  portions,  of  the  evangelical  Scriptures  ;  which 
were  unknown  to  the  digester  and  editor  of  the  princeps 
editio ,  or  even  to  the  digester  of  the  text  us  receptus.  It  is 
rendering  no  service,  therefore,  to  scripture,  or  to  truth,  to 
strive  to  maintain  a  reading  merely  because  it  is  a  4  received' 
reading;  such  pertinacity  is  of  nearer  affinity  to  bigotry  and 
blind  conformity,  than  to  sound  judgment,  and  an  earnest 
anxiety  for  the  truth. 

It  is  no  less  delusion,  to  endeavour  to  maintain  a  reading 
by  alleging  mere  *  number  *  of  MSS.  One  MS.  of  the  fourth 
or  fifth  century,  is  of  more  real  authority  than  hundreds  from 
the  tenth  to  the  fifteenth  century,  which  last  ages  embrace  the 
dates  of  the  MSS.  that  are  appealed  to  for  number ;  many  of 
which  must  have  been  copied  one  from  another,  increasing 
4  number  *  without  multiplying  testimony.  It  is  with  MSS. 
as  with  every  thing  else  ;  the  oldest  are  necessarily  the  fewest, 
from  the  perpetual  action  of  decay;  and  the  most  numerous 
are,  consequently,  the  younger.  If,  then,  the  value  of  their 
testimony  depends  on  their  nearer  proximity  to  the  object  to 
be  testified,  the  fewest  must  greatly  exceed  the  most  nume¬ 
rous  in  authority  of  testimony ;  and  thus,  1  copy  may  become 
of  power  to  overrule  1 000.  44  After  the  sixth  century,”  ob¬ 

serves  Michaelis,  44  the  whole  Latin  church  was  involved  in 
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“  ignorance  and  barbarism  ;  all  critical  inquiries  were  at  an 
“  end  ;  and  both  spurious  and  genuine  passages  were  received 
“without  distinction.”1  Although  the  Greek  church  did 
not  follow  the  Latin  church  ‘  passibus  c vquis /  yet  it  speedily 
followed  it,  into  credulity  and  superstition;  so  that,  between 
the  sixth  and  fifteenth  centuries,  numerous  corruptions  crept 
into,  and  established  themselves  in  the  Constantinopolitan 
copies;  and  the  Greek,  no  less  than  the  Latin  church,  “  re- 
“  ceived  spurious  and  genuine  passages  without  distinction.” 
And  this  being  undeniably  the  fact,  we  perceive  what  defer¬ 
ence  can  be  due  to  mere  ‘ number  ’  of  MSS.2  written  in  the 
latter  period  of  the  church  of  Constantinople,  to  which  period 
far  the  greater  portion  of  the  surviving  MSS.  pertain.  Of 
the  familiar  experience  of  such  corruptions  in  that  church, 
in  the  eleventh  century,  we  have  proof  from  a  Greek  scho¬ 
liast  of  that  date,  in  the  note  to  ^  5  of  the  Second  Part  of 
this  Preface. 

The  donation  of  the  ancient  Alexandrian  MS.  to  Charles  I. 
in  1628,  by  Lucaris,  patriarch  of  Constantinople,  supplied 
Brian  Walton  with  new  and  important  readings  for  his  Poly- 
ylott  Bible,  printed  in  1653 ;  of  which  readings,  the  learned 
Grotius  gladly  availed  himself.3  But,  more  ancient  MSS. 
still  remained,  unknown,  or  unapplied  to  the  correction  of 
the  text.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  that  we  should  now  look 
for  a  text  that  can  exhibit  credentials  of  the  highest  attainable 
antiquity. 

17.  But  it  will  perhaps  he  asked,  “  is  it  now,  in  this  late 
stage  of  the  Christian  dispensation,  that  we  are  to  believe, 
that  any  new  light  can  be  shed  on  the  sacred  text,  capable 

1  Inlrod.  vol.  iv.  p.  437- 

*  “  Delectantur  quidem  tam  numeroso  codicum  agmine  ii,  qui  crilicen  tan- 
“  quam  mechanicam  artem  exercent,  ac  critic!  officium  explevisse  sibi  videntur, 
“  si  digitis  quasi  testium  suffragia  computarunt,  et  secundum  plerosqne  codices 
“  sententiam  dixentnt;  parnm  sollicili  utrum  idonei  sint  testesy  nec  lie.”  — 
Griesbacu,  Symb.  Crit.  Pref.  p.  2. 

3  “  MS.  ille  quo  usus  sum,  multis  aiiis  preponderat : — est  eiiim  a  temporibus 
“  Synod i  magnae  Nicanse.” — Ghotius,  Vot,  pro  pace  Eccles .  Op.  Theol.  torn.  iv. 
fol.  p.  058.  That  the  Cod.  Alex,  was  written  about  the  time  of  a  Nicene  coun¬ 
cil,  appears  probable  ;  but,  not  of  the  first  Nicene  council,  as  Lucaris  assumed, 
and,  after  him,  Grotius.  Its  readings,  compared  with  those  of  the  more  ancient 
copies,  adjudge  it  to  the  age  of  the  second  Nicene  council,  a.d.  780,  to  which 
century  Micbaelis  also  assigns  it.  —  Introd.  vol.  ii.  p.  189. 
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of  shewing,  that  passages  and  readings  winch  have  passed 
as  genuine  through  so  many  centuries,  are  ‘  affected or 
unsound?  or,  if  capable  of  shewing  that  they  are  unsound, 
capable  also  of  restoring  them  to  their  primitive  soundness?” 

To  that  question  I  thus  reply:  —  In  every  former  age  of 
the  church,  there  have  been  readings  regarded  as  ambiguous 
and  doubtful  by  the  most  able  and  learned  expositors  of  those 
ages ;  the  want  of  a  clear  elucidation  of  which,  was  always 
felt  and  acknowledged  by  them.  More  such  passages  and 
readings  have  betrayed  themselves,  in  proportion  as  biblical 
learning  has  advanced.  Now,  the  only  elucidation  of  these 
that  could  entirely  extricate  them  from  their  long-experienced 
ambiguity,  was  necessarily  reserved  for  that  later  age,  when 
the  surviving  ancient  transcripts  of  the  Greek  Scriptures 
should  have  been  generally  ascertained,  explored,  examined, 
and  compared ;  their  agreements  and  disagreements  accu¬ 
rately  noted ;  their  several  characters  observed,  distinguished, 
and  described  ;  the  various  modes  of  writing,  employed  by 
transcribers  in  different  ages,  minutely  scrutinised  ;  the  occa¬ 
sions,  causes,  and  modes  of  error  in  transcription,  carefully 
investigated ;  and  a  new  science  arise,  generated  from  this 
aggregate  mass  of  evidence  and  experience.  When  all  those 
separate  and  scattered  portions  of  light  could  be  collected 
and  centered  in  one  point,  then,  and  not  till  then,  could  an 
elucidation  be  effected,  capable  of  illustrating  passages  involved 
in  inveterate  obscurity,  or  entangled  in  a  multiplicity  of  contra¬ 
dictory  interpretations  :  it  could  not  be  effected,  until  the  age 
had  arrived  when  an  Erasmus,  a  Canter,  a  Stephens,  a  Beza, 
a  Montfaucon,  a  Walton,  a  Mill,  a  Grabe,  a  Bengel,  a  Bentley, 
a  Wetstein,  a  Blanchini,  a  Sabatier,  a  Sender,  a  Griesbach, 
a  Woide,  a  Holmes,  a  Birch,  an  Alter,  a  Michaelis,  a  Mat¬ 
thau,  a  Marsh,  a  Schulz,  a  Scliolz,  besides  many  other  active 
and  distinguished  labourers  in  the  same  wide  field  of  opera¬ 
tion,  had  successively  prosecuted  and  completed  their  several 
momentous  labours.  From  this  last  period,  a  compound 
mass  of  new  light  is  become  diffused  over  the  9acred  volume, 
imparting  a  new  spirit  of  exact  and  punctilious  criticism,  to 
direct  and  to  apply  it ;  and  these  new  and  powerful  succours 
have  been  destined,  in  the  order  of  Divine  Providence,  to  be 
the  portion  of  this  late  age  of  the  church,  by  a  wise  and 
wonderful  economy,  adminislering  light  in  a  ratio  increasing 
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with  the  distance  of  time  from  the  first  effulgence  of  the 
Gospel ;  as  the  remoter  planets  are  provided  with  multiplied 
means  of  collecting  and  reflecting  light,  in  proportion  as 
their  distances  remove  them  further  from  the  solar  fountain. 
Now,  as  the  whole  of  that  light  could  not  have  been  drawn 
and  concentered  into  one  focus  until  the  present  age,  so  no 
reasonable  objection  can  be  raised  against  it  from  the  lateness 
of  its  occurrence ;  and  it  is  only  by  obtaining  a  knowledge 
of  the  true  state  of  the  scriptural  text,  that  we  can  be  able 
to  apply,  and  derive  the  full  benefit  of,  that  light. 

18.  The  second ,  in  the  preceding  catalogue  of  learned 
names,  is  that  of  William  Canter,  father  of  that  important 
branch  of  philology  by  which  the  surviving  written  documents, 
or  ynanuscripts,  of  antiquity,  have  been  rendered  available  to 
the  modern  generations.  When  the  Greek  language  was  first 
cultivated  in  the  west  of  Europe,  and  before  the  works  of 
the  ancient  Greek  authors  were  generally  printed,  it  was  a 
science  or  art  even  to  read  correctly  the  manuscript  copies 
in  which  their  works  existed ;  to  facilitate  which  operation, 
Canter  published,  in  1571,  his  *  *  Syntagma  de  ratione  emend - 
“  andi  Grcecos  Auctores .”  (See  Part  ii.  §  1 .) 

The  last  name  in  that  learned  list,  is  that  of  J.  M.  A. 
Scholz,  whose  vast  labours  of  research,  imparted  to  the  world 
in  his  elegant  edition  of  the  Greek  Gospels,  published  so  lately 
as  1830,  are  chiefly  valuable  for  this, — that  they  demonstrate 
the  truth  of  Gricsbach’s  prediction,  made  just  half  a  century 
ago  (Sym.  Gr.  Pr.  p.  2),  “  that  we  shall  probably  have  occa- 
“  sion  soon  to  contract,  rather  than  indefinitely  to  extend,  the 
“  field  of  our  critical  inquiries — fortasse  de  minuendis ,  pot  ins 
“  rjuam  de  augendis  in  infinitum  criticorum  auxiliorum  copiisj 
“  cogitandum  mox  erit for,  notwithstanding  the  extent  and 
perseverance  of  the  researches  of  this  indefatigable  explorer, 
be  has  not  succeeded  in  discovering  any  thing,  of  real  im¬ 
portance,  to  be  added  to  the  rich  harvest  of  Professor  Birch’s 
collections  from  the  Vatican,  which  comprise  the  latest  and 
most  efficacious  succours  supplied  to  the  church  for  recover¬ 
ing  the  aucient  text  of  the  Greek  originals.  Those  succours 
were  imparted  at  a  date  so  nearly  coincidental  with  the 
publication  of  Campbell's  and  Macknight’s  elaborate  versions 
and  commentaries,  that  those  learned  works  have  not  derived 
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the  benefit  of  them.  Scholz’s  active  and  laborious  gleanings, 
therefore,  prove,  that  we  had  already  gathered  in  all  the 
grain  that  has  come  down  to  us  from  primitive  Christian 
antiquity  ;  and  that  nothing  now  remains  on  the  field  but 
the  stubble  of  the  harvest :  and  this  negative  success,  becomes 
thus  a  most  important  positive  testimony  to  the  truth  of 
Griesbach's  prediction. 

19.  The  date  of  the  last  authorised  revision  of  our  version, 
as  has  been  observed,  was  in  the  year  1611  ;  subsequently  to 
which  date  commenced  those  mighty  and  arduous  labours 
of  collation ,  which  have  brought  us,  at  the  present  day,  to  a 
knowledge  of  the  state  of  the  text,  wholly  unattainable  by 
the  most  learned  biblical  scholars  of  that  former  age.  When 
those  labours  wrere  first  entered  upon,  a  religious,  I  might 
say  a  superstitious,  certainly  a  very  visionary  alarm,  was 
raised  in  the  minds  of  many  pious  persons;  lest  they  might 
tend,  by  their  results,  to  disturb  and  loosen  established  faith, 
and  call  up  a  cloud  of  perplexing  and  irremediable  doubts. 
The  strong  mind  of  Bentley,  met  that  alarm  with  its  consti¬ 
tutional  vigour ;  and  he  did  not  hesitate  to  predict,  what  the 
event  has  amply  proved,  that  it  was  altogether  groundless 
and  imaginary.  Those  learned  labours,  prosecuted  through 
a  succession  of  more  than  150  years,  have  at  length  reached 
a  term  which  may  be  regarded  as  conclusive  of  the  necessity 
of  their  further  exercise.  We  are,  now,  in  familiar  possession 
of  the  separate  and  independent  results  of  the  labours  of 
learned  collators  for  the  three  great  divisions  of  the  Christian 
world  —  Protestant,  Greek,  and  Roman.  For  the  first,  wTe 
have  those  of  Mill,  Wetstein,  Griesbach,  Birch,  and  others; 
for  the  second,  those  of  Matthsei ;  and  for  the  last,  those  of 
Bengel,  to  whom  may  justly  he  added  Blanchini  and 
Sabatier,  though  the  ancient  Latin  versions  chiefly  engaged 
their  labour.  And  Michaelis,  in  taking  a  retrospective  view 
of  those  results,  is  thus  led  to  remark  :  “  After  the  most 
“  diligent  inquiry,  especially  by  those  who  would  banish  the 
“  Divinity  of  Christ  from  the  articles  of  our  religion,  not 
“  a  single  various  reading  has  been  discovered  in  the  two 
“  principal  passages,  John,  i.  1,  and  Rom.  ix.  5;  and  this 
“  very  doctrine,  instead  of  being  shaken  by  the  collations  of 
“  Mill  and  Wetstein,  has  been  rendered  more  certain  than 
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“  ever.  This  i9  so  strongly  felt  by  the  modern  reformers  in 
“  Germany,  that  they  begin  to  think  less  favourably  of  that 
“  species  of  criticism ;  which  they  at  first  so  highly  recom- 
“  mended,  in  the  hope  of  its  leading  to  discoveries  more 
“  suitable  to  their  maxims  than  the  ancient  system.  —  The 
u  adversaries  of  the  Christian  religion  have  no  reason,  then, 
“  to  triumph  in  the  formidable  number  of  our  various 
“  readings." — Introd.  vol.  i.  p.  266-7. 

20.  A  very  futile  controversy  has  been  raised  on  the 
question,  whether  the  inspiration  of  the  sacred  writers  ex¬ 
tended  to  the  words  they  used,  or  was  confined  to  the  matter 
they  were  enjoined  to  express  ?  The  futility  of  this  question 
is  manifested  by  the  fact,  that  if  the  words  had  been  inspired, 
those  words  are  now  lost  to  us,  in  their  original  certainty  and 
continuity  ;  since  no  two  ancient  copies  correspond  verbatim 
throughout,  except  in  those  places  in  which  are  contained 
the  fundamental  truths  of  the  gospel.  From  which  fact 
reason  directs  us  to  conclude,  that  whilst  the  Divine  Provi¬ 
dence  watched  over  the  doctrines  contained  in  the  apostolical 
writings,  it  left  their  general  language,  as  it  left  the  church 
itself,  subject  to  the  ordinary  causes  which  operate  in  human 
actions;  for  the  trial  and  proof  of  our  faith,  our  diligence, 
and  our  integrity,  in  exercising  our  bounden  duty  of 
“  searching  the  Scriptures."  And  it  is  a  most  remarkable 
fact,  that  among  all  the  known  MSS.,  now  so  numerous, 
there  is  not  one  that  can  he  called  an  heretical  MS.  This 
fact  cannot  be  rationally  ascribed  to  the  interference  of 
human  power;  for,  all  those  copies  were  written  in  various 
and  distant  countries,  under  different  and  independent  au¬ 
thorities,  and  not  subjected  to  any  general  censorial  super¬ 
vision. 

21.  It  will  be  easy  to  convey  to  the  English  reader  a 
familiar  apprehension  of  the  nature,  extent,  and  effect,  of 
the  “  various  readings  "  now  found  in  the  texts  of  the  evan¬ 
gelists  and  apostles. 

“  Dr.  Johnson,"  says  Boswell,  “  pointed  out  a  paragraph 
“  in  the  G5th  page  of  the  first  volume  of  Sir  George  Mac- 
“  kenzie,  and  told  me  there  was  an  error  in  the  text,  which 
“  he  bade  me  try  to  discover.  I  was  lucky  enough  to  hit 
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“  it  at  once.  A9  the  passage  is  printed,  it  is  said,  4  the  devil 
**  answers  even  in  engines:'  I  corrected,  ‘  ever  in  enigmas' 
“  Sir,  said  he,  you  are  a  good  critic;  this  would  have  been 
“  a  great  thing  in  the  text  of  an  ancient  author/’1  If  such 
errors  aud  inadvertencies  can  occur  in  a  printed  book,  which 
has  the  advantage  of  being  revised  and  corrected  in  the 
press  before  it  is  made  public,  it  can  cause  no  just  surprise, 
that  in  the  ages  when  all  copies  of  books  were  made  with 
the  pen,  not  by  learned  persons  only,  but  chiefly  by  un¬ 
learned  and  mechanical  copyists,  and  without  any  authori¬ 
tative  standard  of  uniformity,  similar  errors  and  inadvertencies 
should  have  occurred.  And  it  will  be  well  here  to  point  out, 
for  the  reader’s  reflection,  that  if  any  one,  with  a  view  to 
sustain  the  above-cited  false  prints ,  should  allege  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  the  500  or  1000  impressions  of  the  same  edition, 
he  would  add  no  additional  evidence  by  his  display  of  num¬ 
bers ;  for,  the  1000  would  constitute  only  one  and  the  same 
testimony.  And  so,  also,  in  manuscripts  ;  if  1 000  are  copied 
each  from  the  other,  they  do  not  increase  the  testimony  of 
the  first ;  so  that  number  alone  cannot  be  admitted  for  evidence 
in  true  criticism :  and  it  is  very  certain,  that  many  MSS. 
must  have  been  exact  transcripts  from  others.  To  say,  there¬ 
fore,  “  thirty  MSS.  read  thus ,  but  only  three  read  so ,”  is  to 
say  nothing  to  a  mind  aware  of  the  fallacy  of  the  numerical 
comparison. 

Let  us  pursue  this  point,  by  considering  the  fate  of  a 
popular  work,  of  a  date  long  posterior  to  the  origin  of  the 
art  of  printing. 

il  Of  all  the  publishers,  clandestine  or  professed,”  says 
Dr.  Johnson,  in  the  preface  to  his  edition  of  Shakspear, 
“  their  negligence  and  unskilfulness  have,  by  the  late  re* 
“  visers,  been  sufficiently  shewn.  The  faults  of  all  are  indeed 
“  numerous  and  gross,  and  have  not  only  corrupted  many 
“  passages  perhaps  beyond  recovery,  but  have  brought  others 
“  into  suspicion  which  are  only  obscured  by  obsolete  phrase- 
41  ology.  The  faults  are  more  than  could  have  happened, 
“  without  the  concurrence  of  many  causes.  The  style  of 
“  Shakspear  was  in  itself  ungrammatical,  perplexed,  and 
44  obscure  ;  his  works  were  transcribed  ( for  the  players )  by 


1  Tour  to  the  Hebrides,  p.  257*  Ovo.  i’Jlio. 


Paiit  I. 


PREFACE. 


27 


“  those  who  may  be  supposed  to  have  seldom  understood 
**  them ;  they  were  transmitted  by  copiers  equally  un- 
“  skilful,  who  still  multiplied  errors.  In  this  state  they 
“  remained,  because  the  editor’s  art  was  not  yet  applied  to 
“  modern  languages  ;  and  our  ancestors  were  accustomed  to 
“  so  much  negligence  of  English  printers,  that  they  could 
“  very  patiently  endure  it.  At  last,  an  edition  was  under- 
“  taken  by  Rowe,  who  seems  to  have  thought  very  little  on 
u  connexion  or  explanation.  He  seems  to  have  had  no 
“  thought  of  corruption,  beyond  the  printer’s  errors.  The 
“  nation  had  been,  for  many  years,  content  enougli  with 
“  Mr.  Rowe’s  performance,  when  Mr.  Pope  made  them 
“  acquainted  with  the  true  state  of  Shakspear’s  text ;  shewed 
“  them,  that  it  was  extremely  corrupt,  and  gave  reason  to 
“  hope,  that  there  were  means  for  reforming  it.  He  collected 
“  the  old  copies ,  which  none  had  thought  to  examine  before; 
“  and  restored  many  lines  to  their  integrity. 

“  That  many  passages  have  passed  in  a  state  of  deprav- 
“  ation  through  all  the  editions,  is  indubitably  certain  ;  of 
“  these,  the  restoration  is  only  to  be  attempted  by  collation 
“  of  copiesy  or,  sagacity  of  conjecture.  The  collator’s  pro- 
“  vince  is  safe  and  easy ;  the  conjecturer’s,  perilous  and 
“  difficult.  Conjecture,  though  it  be  sometimes  unavoidable, 
“  I  have  not  wantonly  nor  licentiously  indulged.  It  has 
**  been  my  settled  principle,  that  the  reading  of  the  ancient 
u  books  is  probably  truet  and  therefore  is  not  to  be  disturbed 
“  for  the  sake  of  elegance,  perspicuity,  or  mere  improvement 
“  of  the  sense.  For,  though  much  credit  is  not  due  to  the 
“  fidelity,  nor  any  to  the  judgment  of  the  first  publishers, 
“  yet,  they  who  had  the  copy  before  their  eyest  were  more 
“  likely  to  read  it  right,  than  we  who  only  read  it  by 
“  imagination.  But  it  is  evident,  that  they  have  often  made 
“  strange  mistakes,  by  ignorance  or  negligence ;  and  that, 
“  therefore,  something  may  be  properly  attempted  by  criti- 
,l  cism,  keeping  the  middle  way  between  presumption  and 
4  4  timidity 

But,  if  such  has  been  the  fate  of  a  work  produced  since 
the  invention  of  printing,  and  within  the  last  200  years,  can 
we  be  reasonably  surprised,  that  a  work  composed  1800  years 
ago,  and  transmitted  by  individual  penmanship  through  a 
course  of  1400  years  previous  to  the  invention  of  printing, 
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should  have  partaken  of  a  similar  fate?  That  it  has  done 
so,  very  extensively,  will  he  manifest  to  any  one  who  will 
only  cast  his  eye  on  the  margins  of  Mill,  Wetstein,  Griesbach, 
Schulz,  or  Scholz.1 

22.  The  principle  of  correcting-criticism  laid  down  by 
Johnson  in  the  preceding  extract,  is  that  which  reason 
enjoins  in  the  correction  of  all  ancient  writings,  whether 
Profane  or  Sacred;  namely,  to  take  the  most  ancient  copg 
for  the  standard  ;  to  correct  by  authority,  wherever  it  can 
be  found  f  and  to  resort  to  conjecture,  only  where  authority 
is  absolutely  and  altogether  wanting  :  observing  always,  to 
hold  a  most  rigid  medium  between  presumption  and  timidity; 
by  the  former  of  which,  we  induce  error  upon  truth,  and  by 
the  latter,  we  consent  to  remain  for  ever  under  the  dominion 
of  error,  and  in  the  power  of  chance,  ignorance,  or  artifice. 

It  is  by  the  same  principle,  that  the  accompanying  revi¬ 
sion  of  the  text  of  the  ‘  New  Covenant  ’  has  been  conducted. 
Instead  of  the  text  vaguely  called  “  textus  receptus ”  or  the 
*  received  text ,’  (a;  text  unsupported  by  any  one  MS.,  ancient 
or  modern,)  I  have  taken  the  continued  and  entire  text  of 
the  most  ancient  surviving  manuscript,  the  u  Codex  Vati- 
canus ”  or  Vatican  MS. ,  noted  1209  in  the  Vatican  catalogue, 
and  marked  B  by  Wetstein ;  making  it  the  basis  and  substance 
of  the  revision.  This  celebrated  MS.  possesses,  from  its 
acknowledged  priority  in  age  to  all  other  existing  MSS.,  an 
authority  to  which  none  of  those  can  lay  claim,  by  which  the 
latest  revisers  of  our  authorised  version  sought  to  improve 
the  English  translation.  It  is  the  only  surviving  MS.  so 
ancient  as  to  have  been  written,  not  only  before  the  general 
adoption  of  the  Ammonian  and  Eutlialian  divisions  of  the  New 
Scriptures,  but  also,  before  the  incorporation  of  the  name  of 
‘  Ephesus  ’  into  the  context  of  St.  Paul’s  introduction  to  his 
circular  epistle  to  the  churches  of  Asia  Minor;  which  epistle 

1  “  The  members  of  the  church  of  Rome,”  observes  Michaelis,  “  take  in 
“  vain  occasion  (from  the  formidable  number  of  our  various  Readings)  to 
“  depreciate  the  authenticity  of  the  Greek  text,  in  order  to  promote  the 
“  authority  of  the  Vulgate:  (he  Latin  veision,  has  a  greater  number  of  various 
“  readings  than  the  Greek  original ;  and  even  those  two  editions,  which  have 
“  been  revised  by  two  different  Popes,  and  both  declared  to  be  authentic ,  are 
“contradictory  to  each  other.  —  See  James's  Bellum  Papale,  sive  Concordia 
“  Discors ,  Sixti  V.  et  Clementis  VIII.”—  Introd.  vol.  i.  p.  207-8. 
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has  become  entitled,  from  the  eminence  of  Ephesus  among 
those  churches,  the  *  Epistle  to  the  Ephesians'  Of  this  MS. 
Scholz  is  constrained  to  acknowledge,  “  that  it  takes  preccd- 
11  ence  of  all  MSS.  in  point  of  venerable  antiquity ,  for  it  was 
fi  written  in  the  fifth  century — anteit  omnes  codices  vcneranda 
“  antiquitate,  seculo  enini  V  scriptum  est.”1  “  Affirmare  non 
“  dubito,”  says  Birch,  “  inter  omnes  qui  hodie  adhuc  extant 
“  manuscriptos  N.  T.  codices,  vix  ullam  reperiri,  cui  eadem 
“  tribuenda  sit  dignitas  atque  auctoritas,  sive  codicis  anti- 
“  quitatem,  sive  ipsam  textus  indolem  spectes. — Adde,  quod 
“  ex  omnibus  antiquis  optima  notse  codicibus,  nullus  sit  qui 
u  numeris  suis  et  partibus  ita  absolntus  reperiatur,  ac  noster 
“  Vatican  us ;  quo  sane  respectu  cseteris  omnibus  prastat.”2 3 
“  Montfaucon,  says  Michaelis,  refers  the  Cod.  Vat.  to  the 
“  fifth  or  sixth  century.  Blanchini  is  of  the  same  opinion, 
“  for  he  has  written  over  the  fac-simile,  ‘  Scriptus  videtur 
‘  incunte  seculo  quinto.'  But  Schulz  says,  “  J.  L.  Hug,  De 
“  Antiquitate  Cod.  Vat.,  ante  seculi  iv  medium  hunc  codicem 
“  exaratum  j)robavit — J.  L.  Hug,  in  his  treatise  on  the 
“  antiquity  of  the  Vatican  MS.,  has  proved ,  that  it  was 
“  written  before  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century”*  The 
anonymous  author  of  a  review  of  this  MS.  cited  by  Bishop 
Marsh,  (who  says,  “  it  discovers  the  hand  of  a  master,  and 
“  is  not  unworthy  of  the  pen  of  Griesbach,”)  pronounced, 
most  truly,  that  “  the  Codex  Vaticanus  is  almost  entirely  free 
“  from  those  undeniable  interpolations,  and  arbitrary  correc- 
**  tions,  which  are  very  frequently  found  in  the  MSS.  C.D.L. 
“  1. 13.33.69. 102.  (of  Wetstciu),  especially  in  D.4  1  and  69. 


1  Prolog,  p.  xxxviii. 

2  Proleg.  ad  Qual.  Ev.  p.  xix. 

3  Proleg.  p.  xcvii.  See  Hug’s  “  Commentatio ,”  at  the  end  of  tins  Preface. 

*  It  is  to  be  noticed,  that  tVetstein  has  marked  two  different  MSS.  with  the 
letter  D;  the  first,  the  Cod.  Dezts  or  Cantabrigiensis ,  for  the  four  Gospels ,  and 
the  greater  portion  of  the  Acts ;  the  second,  the  Cod.  Claromontanus ,  for  the 
Epistles  of  St.  Paul.  The  order  of  the  most  important  MSS.,  with  respect  to 
age,  and  consequent  authority,  appears  to  stand  thus : 

B.  Codex  Vaticanus  .  .  4th  century. 

C.  Cod.  Ephrem  .  .  .  about  5th  century. 

.  t  soon  after  the  second  Nicene 

A.  Cod.  Alexandnnus  .  .  8 th  century,  j  Councn,  held  A.r».  7«G. 

Di.  Cod.  Beza  v.  Cantab.  )  about  8th  century.  See  Annot.  to  John 
D2.  Cod.  Claromontanus.  )  v«i>.  1- 

1j.  Cod.  Reg.  Steph.  *.  -8th  century. 
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“It  may  be  applied,  therefore,  as  a  means,  not  only  of 
“  confirming  the  genuine  readings ,  but  of  detecting  and  cor- 
“  reeling  those  that  are  spurious .” — Michaelis,  Introd. 
vol.  ii.  p.  808. 

This  inestimable  document,  as  also  its  next  in  the  au¬ 
thority  of  antiquity,  the  Paris  rescript  MS.  entitled  4  Codex 
j Ephrem'1  (C.  of  Wetstein)  were  unknown  to  all  the  editors 
of  our  authorised  version  ;  and  the  former  of  those  MSS.,  was 
very  partially  known  to  Wetstein  and  Griesbach.  Though 
Erasmus  called  it  “  vetustissimus ,”  he  was  almost  wholly 
unacquainted  with  its  contents.  It  is  to  Professor  Birch  of 
Copenhagen  that  we  were  first  indebted  for  the  full  fruition 
of  this  precious  document;  for,  though  it  had  been  previously 
collated  by  Bentley,  yet  his  collations  were  not  imparted  to 
the  world  till  1799,  whereas,  the  fruits  of  Birch’s  labours 
were  published  at  Copenhagen  in  1788;  and  it  remains  a 
great  deficiency  to  the  1  Symbola  Criticce  ’  of  the  eminent 
Griesbach,  that  he  was  not  able  to  include  the  readings  of 
the  Vatican  MS.  in  his  comparative  criticisms ;  the  first 
volume  of  which  learned  work  was  published  in  1785,  three 
years  before  Birch’s  collation  of  the  four  Gospels  appeared. 
That  Griesbach  should  not  have  noticed  those  collations, 
nor  have  even  adverted  to  that  MS.  in  his  second  volume 
(published  in  1793,  five  years  after  they  had  been  made 
public),  with  reference  to  the  frequent  correspondence  of 
the  Cod.  L.,  of  which  he  had  so  largely  treated,  is  matter 
for  surprise ;  yet,  he  confined  his  critical  comparisons  to 
the  Codd.  A-CDEFG,2  omitting  any  reference  to  the  Cod. 
B,  whose  authority  was  superior  to  them  all.  A  want  of 
acquaintance  with  the  Vatican  MS.  has  also  led  Michaelis 


It  is  unnecessary,  for  this  work,  to  descend  lower  in  the  succession  of  the 
numerous  copies.  Matthxi  alleges  two  uncial  Moscow  MSS.,  which  he  has 
marked  B  and  H,  the  former  of  which  he  ascribes  to  about  the  8th  century; 
the  latter,  he  affirms  to  be  “  omnium,  qui  adhuc  in  Europa  innotuerunt, 
“  antiquissimus  but,  this  last  vaunt  has  not  acquired  conviction. 

1  Until  more  recent  investigation  had  finally  adjudged  the  palm  of  seniority 
to  the  Vatican  MS.,  the  Ephrem,  MS.  retained  that  dignity,  a9  it  had  been 
adjudged  by  Griesbach,  in  1785:  “Code*  C.  omnium  fortasse,  quorum  lec- 
“  tiones  Wetslenius  collegit,  vetustissimus,  certe  omnium  longe  prsestantissi- 
“  mus.” — ( Symb .  Critic,  tom.  i.  p.  iii.)  But,  neither  Wetstein  nor  Griesbach 
had  examined  the  Vat.  MS.;  and  Wetstein  has  only  given  some  occasional 
readings  from  it,  obtained  from  those  of  Bentley. 

2  Symb.  Critic.  Consp.  Volum.  t.  ii.  p.  xiii. 
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into  errors  of  decision  ;  as  where  he  peremptorily  affirms, 
that  11  the  Cod.  L  is  the  only  MS.,  containing  the  four 
“  Gospels,  that  reads  rou  7]\m  exXe/trovrog,  in  Luke,  xxiii. 
“  45; — that  it  is  the  only  MS.  that  has  burrvou  y/vo/ievou,  in 
“  John,  xiii.  2; — that  the  Cod.  Alex,  is  the  only  MS.  in 
“  which  the  reading  tS'jn^yu  6  hog  etg  ayahv  is  found,  in  Rom. 
“  viii.  28  for,  all  those  three  readings  are  found  in  the 
most  ancient  text  of  the  Vatican  MS.  Birch’s  collation  after 
Bentley,  has  this  additional  value,  that  it  not  only  confirms 
the  various  readings  of  Bentley,  but  ha9  recovered  some 
readings  which  Bentley  had  overlooked  :  as,  in  Matt.  xvii.  8, 
it  fir]  aurov  Irrfovv  ftovov>  for,  a  fir\  tov  Ir,tfovv  fi.,  which  last  is  tile 
reading  of  the  received ,  and  all  the  junior  texts.  The  preju¬ 
diced  and  scurrilous  abuse  of  this  MS.  (as  also  of  Wetstein 
and  Griesbach  themselves)  by  Matthsei,1 2  who,  a9  Michaelis 
affirmed,  “  when  he  began  his  work,  was  at  least  an  age 
“  behind  the  rest  of  Germany  in  the  knowledge  of  sacred 
“  criticism,”3  is  undeserving  of  replication  :  all  his  Moscow 
MSS.4  together,  are  without  weight  in  the  scale,  if  opposed 
to  the  single  Vatican  Manuscript ,  which  is  their  senior  by 
many  centuries.  That  which  so  highly  incensed  Matthsei 
against  the  Codex  Vaticanus ,  was  its  contradiction  of  the 
Constantinopolitan  readings;  which  contradiction  exposes 
and  demonstrates  the  depravations  which,  during  the  middle 
ages,  crept  into  the  copies  of  the  Greek  church,  whose  texts 
he  adopts  and  defends. 


1  Introd.  vol.  ii.  p.  30G,  307  ;  and  vol.  i.  288. 

2  w  Griesbachium  (cujus  omnis  critica  scientia  in  eo  continetur,  ut  Wets- 
“  tenium  et  alios  exscribat,)  usu  oculorum  privarunt,  venenata  exhalatione  sua, 
“  Codices  sterguiliniarii  A.  C.  D.  E.  F.  G.  Vat.  3G7-  1209  (B),”  &c — (Note  to 
Gal.  vi.  15;  2d  ed.)  Again:  “Sputa  Originis  non  euro.  Qua;sierit  tamen 
“  aliquis,  quo  iste  expuerit  ?  utrum  in  Codices  A.B.C. D.  L.  K.  1.  13.  33.  G9, 
“  &c. ;  an  in  sinum  Hieronymi  ?” — (Note  to  John,  ii.  1 ;  2d.  ed.)  Tbe  bitter 
spirit  and  vulgar  style  of  liis  sarcastic  criticisms,  in  his  second  edition  (  Witten¬ 
berg ,  1803),  are  reproachful  to  him  as  a  scholar,  and  stand  in  offensive  contrast 
with  the  spirit  of  his  sacred  text;  and,  to  use  the  words  of  Wetstein  with 
respect  to  the  acrimonious  contention  between  Bentley  and  Middleton,  “  quod 
“  minime  decebat  de  editione  N.  T.  disserentem." — [Frol.  p.  155.) 

3  Introd.  vol.  ii.  p.  494. 

*  Those  MSS.  were  collected  in  Greece  by  the  Czar  Alexis  Michaelowitz, 
who  died  in  1G72,  (the  father  of  Peter  the  Great)  ;  as  Matthxi  states,  in 
the  dedication  of  his  second  edition,  to  the  Emperor  Alexander:  “Alexius 
“  Michaelides  Codices  illos,  qui  nunc  Mosquae  in  utraque  sanctissinue  Synodi 
“  bibliotheca  servantur,  magnis  impensis  in  Gracia  coemerat.” 
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23.  One  remarkable  evidence  of  the  general  superiority 
of  the  Vatican  MS.  over  all  other  known  MSS.,  I  shall  pro¬ 
duce  here,  because  it  has  not  been  noticed  by  any,  even  of 
our  latest  annotators. 

In  Heb.  ix.  2-4,  where  the  furniture  of  the  temple  of 
Jerusalem  is  described,  all  other  MSS.  and  versions  place  the 
golden  altar  of  incense  within  the  Veil,  that  is,  in  the  Holy 
of  Holies ;  reading  thus  : 

3  (Lira.  Si  re  Stt/Tiga*  tctTttxirafftet,  3  and,  after  the  second  Veit  ( Com. 

trxtiw  h  \ty0fn7%  kyia.  a.yw*,  Vers.),  the  tabernacle  which  is  called 

the  Holy  of  Holies, 

4  xgvffou*  t^outr/t  Suftia.vwfiio*,  &c.  4  whtch  had  the  golden  altar  of 

incense ,  &c. 

On  which  reading  Dr.  Bloomfield  thus  observes :  “  Com- 
“  mentators  have  been  much  perplexed  to  explain  what  is 
“  here  meant.  The  term  (&v[uatrri£iov)  is  usually  interpreted, 
“  ‘  the  altar  of  incense;  a  sense,  indeed,  found  in  Josephus 
“and  Philo:  the  Septuagint  always  call  it  ^-jGiaer^iov ; 1 
“  and,  from  Exodus,  xxx.  6,  and  xl.  5, — Josephus,  Ant.  viii. 
“  4,  11,  and  Philo,  p.  512,  it  is  plain,  that  the  altar  of  incense 
“  was  in  the  Sanctum ,  not  in  the  Sanctum  Sanctorum**  Now, 
if  due  attention  had  been  given  to  the  testimony  and  au¬ 
thority  of  the  most  ancient  existing  MS.,  as  witnessed  both 
by  Birch  and  Bentley,  the  commentators  would  have  been 
relieved  from  all  their  perplexity ;  and  the  annotators  would 
not  have  been  driven  to  the  fallacious  resources  of  their 
invention,  for  an  exposition  of  this  passage.2 3  That  most 

1  The  Septuagint  do  not  call  the  6vfjjar»(>iov  simply  6v<na9Tr^tov,  but  6vtrm. 
rryiiiov  Suftia.fta.rof,  and  6vtrta.trrr,i>iov  n{  to  6ufiiv,  which  are  only  periphrases  for 
0upia7V£tov ;  differing  a9,  ‘  altar  for  incense and  ‘  incense ‘altar*  So  Pollux, 
in  his  article  ai^i  6u<ria.crrn£iav  (L.  i.  8.  7)  —  ‘  of  the  altar,*  says  i  “  vr  Se  6vofj.iv, 

“  it  &vg  avaKociofj.lv,  fcufios,  6v{j.iar7tt>iov."  The  terms  used  by  the  Septuagint,  fix 
the  meaning  of  the  6vfji<zT*£iov  of  the  apostle;  and  prove,  that  it  intends  the 
golden  altar  for  incense  placed  outside  of  the  Holy  of  Holies,  and  not  within  it. 

• — See  Annot.  to  Heb.  ix.  2-4. 

3  Macknight  shews,  in  this  passage,  the  straits  to  which  learned  com¬ 
mentators  are  sometimes  reduced,  in  striving  to  extort  a  meaning  from  a  passage 
which  is  only  obscure  because  it  is  vitiated.  “  The  apostle  (lie  says)  may  have 
“  learned  from  the  priests,  that  the  censer  used  by  the  high  priest  on  the  day  of 
“  atonement  was  of  gold ,  and  that  it  was  left  by  him  in  the  inward  tabernacle, 

“  so  near  to  the  veil,  that,  when  he  was  about  to  officiate  next  year,  by  putting 
“  kts  hand  under  the  veil  he  could  draw  it  out  to  fill  it  with  burning  coals,  before 
<c  he  entered  into  the  most  holy  place  to  burn  the  incense,  agreeably  to  the 
“  direction,  Levit.  xvi.  12, 13.”  The  apostle  speaks  of  the  altar ,  not  the  censer. 
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ancient  MS.,  and  that  only,  thus  presents  the  passage  in 
question  : 

2  Zx«ivi}  ya.%  xa.Ti9Kiua.ai-n  *>  agcjm.  2  For,  first  the  tabernacle  was  form- 

ir  n  it t*5  xai  n  «zi  rj  ed  in  which  were  the  candlestick,  and 

vgoiiaic  rut  agTv*,  xoj  to  %£uaov*  the  table,  and  the  shew  bread,  and  the 
ioftiarnfw,  Xi  yirat  iyta.-  golden  altar  for  incense,  which  is  called 

the  Holy : 

3  fiiTa,  Xt  to  itunpr,  &c.  3  and  secondly,  after  the  Veil,  &c. 

The  most  ancient  MS.,  therefore,  records  in  exact  conformity 
with  Moses,  Josephus,  and  Luke,  c.  i.  9-11  (see  Annot.);  but, 
every  succeeding  MS.  reads  in  direct  contradiction  to  those 
authorities.  By  the  rule  4  cx  pede  Hercules /  we  may  hence 
justly  draw  an  inference  to  the  general  character  and  quality 
of  the  Vatican  MS.  Mattheei  takes  no  notice  of  the  mis¬ 
placement  of  the  incense -altar  in  the  received  Greek  text, 
nor  of  its  due  placement  in  the  Cod.  Vat.,  in  either  of  his 
editions;  and  does  not  appear  even  to  have  been  aware  of 
the  error. 

24.  After  the  early  age  in  which  this  manuscript  was 
written,  the  succeeding  copies  progressively  contracted  many 
variations  of  the  text;  which  variations  gradually  increased 
in  number,  in  the  course  of  repeated  transcription  th rough 
the  following  darkening  centuries,  until  they  produced  a 
diversity  of  texts,  differing  in  many  subordinate  particulars, 
though  agreeing  in  every  thing  pertaining  to  the  funda¬ 
mentals  of  Christianity. 

Those  variations,  were  partly  intentional,  and  partly  the 
effects  of  inadvertency,  negligence,  or  error;  in  all  of  which, 
the  Cod.  Bezcc,  or  D,  preeminently  abounds. 

Variations  arising  from  inadvertency,  negligence,  or  error, 
will  be  separately  considered,  in  the  Second  Part  of  this 
Preface. 

The  variations  by  intention  generally  sought  to  render 
the  context,  either  more  elegant  in  its  diction,  or  more  per¬ 
spicuous  to  the  intelligence  of  the  reader,  than  the  altercr 
deemed  it  to  be ;  for,  no  evidence  appears,  of  a  design  to 
corrupt  or  pervert  points  of  doctrine.  The  latter  of  these, 
were  of  three  kinds. 

1 .  The  first,  either  simply  supplied  a  proper  name  in  the 
place  of  a  pronoun,  where  it  was  thought  that  there  might 
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be  some  uncertainty  in  the  reader’s  or  auditor’s  mind  as 
to  the  person  spoken  of:  this  was  chiefly  done  when  the 
avaymcparu,  or  portions  of  Scripture  selected  for  readings 
in  the  churches,  began  with  a  pronoun  referring  to  a  pre¬ 
vious  context.  This  practice  has  rendered  the  name,  I tjdoug, 
of  much  more  frequent  recurrence  in  the  junior  MSS.  than 
in  the  most  ancient.  Thus,  in  Matt.  viii.  3,  5,  7,  where  the 
Vat.  MS.  reads,  r^aro  aurou,  ‘  he  touched  him’ — ucnXdovrog 
ai/Tou,  ‘  he  was  entered’  —  \eyet  ctvru,  *  he  saith  to  him’  —  the 
later  texts  have,  rj^aro  aurov  Ir^ovg,  1  Jesus  touched  him’ — 
EittXlom  hi  tu)  lytfou,  1 Jesus  was  entered’ — Xeyn  aur^  6  I rt<roug, 
c  Jesus  saith  to  him.’ 

2.  The  second  sought  to  give  fulness  to  a  sentence,  or 
to  supply  ellipses ,  as  our  revisers  have  occasionally  done  by 
inserting  words  in  italic  letters ;  but,  as  no  similar  distinction 
of  character  was  observed  in  the  Greek,  those  insertions 
(which  would  otherwise  have  been  at  least  harmless)  became 
presently  confounded  and  identified  with  the  original  texts : 
this  practice  became  a  very  fruitful  source  of  various  readings. 
Thus,  where  the  Vat.  MS.  only  reads,  in  Matt.  ix.  13,  ou  yag 
r,\6ov  xa Xeffai  hi/caioug,  aXX’  u/j,agroj\ovg,  ‘  I  am  not  come  to  call 
the  righteous ,  hut  sinners ,’  the  later  MSS.  add,  ug  ptravoiav, 
‘ to  repentance In  Matt.  xxi.  12,  where  the  former  reads 
only,  ug  ro  U%ov,  ‘  into  the  temple the  latter  add,  rov  Geov,  1  of 
God.'  Where,  in  Matt,  xxiii.  5,  the  former  closes  the  sen¬ 
tence  with  ra  xgafftfiha,  ‘  the  fringes ,’  the  latter  unnecessarily 
subjoin,  ruv  i/LaTiM ,  *  of  their  garments.'  Where  the  former, 
Matt,  xxviii.  2,  reads  simply,  a-rexvX/cre  rov  \i6ov ,  *  rolled  hack 
the  stone  *  the  latter  annex,  avo  rrjg  ug,  ‘ from  the  door  ' 
In  John,  xi.  41,  where  the  former  reads  only,  n%uv  ouv  rov  \t6av, 

‘  they  took  away  the  stone the  latter  add,  ol  nv  6  ndv^ug 
■/.ei/Mvog,  1  where  the  dead  man  was  laid.'  Examples  of  this 
kind,  all  of  which  I  shall  designate  by  the  name  of  ‘  italic 
insertions ,’  occur  in  almost  every  page ;  which  can  now  be 
detected  only  by  collation  with  the  most  ancient  text.1  If 
the  italic  insertions  in  our  version  were  printed  in  the  same 


1  Of  these  two  classes  of  alterations,  Scholz  speaks  in  his  Prolegomena 
p.  xii. ;  but  he  does  not  admit  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  an  antecedent  text,  as 
a  standard  for  detecting  them  ;  on  the  contrary,  he  rejects  altogether  any  such 
test,  undertaking  to  discharge  that  function  by  the  very  precarious  rule  of  his 
own  individual  sagacity. 
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letter  as  the  general  text,  how  could  the  readers  of  the 
English  only,  distinguish  them? 

But,  of  the  unskilfulness  of  some  of  these  insertions,  we 
have  a  notable  example  in  Matt.  xxi.  40,  41.  In  Luke,  xx. 
15-17,  wc  thus  read  the  conclusion  of  our  Lord’s  parable  of 
the  vineyard : 

15  “  MTiat,  therefore,  will  the  Lord  of  the  vineyard  do  to  them  ?  he  will  come 
and  destroy  these  husbandmen,  and  will  give  the  vineyard  to  011101*3 : 

17  “  and  when  they  heard  this,  they  said,  God  forbid  !” 

But,  in  St.  Matthew,  we  read  thus : 

40  u  What  will  he  do  to  these  husbandmen  ? 

41  “  they  say  to  him ,  He  will  miserably  destroy  those  wicked  men,  and  will 

let  out  his  vineyard  to  others,"  &.c. 

It  is  manifest,  that  St.  Luke  correctly  states  the  dialogue; 
for  he  adds,  ver.  20,  “  for,  they  knew,  that  he  spoke  this 
“  parable  against  them.”  Now,  this  intended  elucidation  in 
St.  Matthew  sets  the  two  gospels  in  direct  opposition  to  each 
other;  for,  it  makes  St.  Matthew  state,  that  the  Pharisees 
said  to  Jesus,  what  St.  Luke  clearly  shews  the  Pharisees  heard 
from  Jesus ,  and,  what  the  substance  of  the  discourse  shews 
to  have  been  spoken  by  Jesus.  This  italic  insertiont  there¬ 
fore,  is  rejected  from  this  revision  ;  and  ought  to  be  expunged 
from  the  Greek  text,  though  it  is  so  ancient  as  to  exist  in 
the  oldest  copies.  It  is  curious  to  witness  the  elaborate  and 
tortuous  striving  of  ingenuity,  to  retain  a  1  received'  reading, 
however  deeply  stamped  with  the  evidence  of  depravation. 
It  is  plain,  that  St.  Matthew’s  primitive  text,  in  this  place, 
was  the  same  as  that  of  St.  Luke,  and  of  St.  Mark,  xiv.  9 ; 
but  that  some  critic  did  not  comprehend,  how  a  speaker 
should  ask  a  question,  and  answer  it  himself:  than  which, 
rhetorically  or  colloquially,  nothing  is  more  common. 

To  this  head,  also,  may  be  assigned  the  erroneous  inser¬ 
tions  of  names,  in  citing  from  the  prophets;  where  it  is  evi¬ 
dent,  that  the  inspired  writer  must  have  originally  written 
merely, li  the  prophet” — rou  but  where  officious  error 

afterwards  subjoined  a  wrong  name:  thus,  in  Matt,  xxvii.  9, 
the  name  * Jeremiah ’  has  been  ignorantly  inserted,  where 
‘  the  prophet ’  cited  was  Zachariah  ;  and  again,  in  Mark,  i.  2, 
where  the  name  Isaiah  is  inserted  in  several  copies,  but 
where  the  immediate  citation  is  from  Malaclii.  These  errors 
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are  so  ancient,  a9  to  be  found  in  the  oldest  MSS. ;  but  it 
would  argue  great  dulness  not  to  discern,  that  they  are  to  he 
attributed  to  later  pens  than  those  of  the  original  writers. 

3.  A  third,  and  a  less  excusable  source  of  various  readings, 
was  a  desire  to  improve  or  complete  the  context,  by  supplying 
from  the  more  full  recitals  or  descriptions  of  one  sacred  writer, 
or  from  other  sources,  what  the  copyist  deemed  too  brief  or 
meagre  in  the  corresponding  recitals  or  descriptions  of  another. 
Of  this,  we  have  an  example  in  Matt.  vi.  9-13,  and  Luke,  xi. 
2-4 ;  where  the  ‘  Oratio  Dominica ,’  or  ‘  Lord's  Prayer ,’  is 
given,  in  the  modern  MSS.,  by  joining  the  portions  of  it  as 
they  had  been  severally  recorded  by  those  different  evan¬ 
gelists;  and  subjoining  a  later  liturgical  formula ,  which, 
however  excellent  in  itself,  was  unknown  to  the  primitive 
gospels.  It  is  thus,  also,  that  St.  Luke’s  brief  account  of 
Paul's  conversion,  in  Acts,  ix.  3-8,  which  is  preserved  in  its 
original  abridged  form  in  the  Vat.  MS.,  ha9  been  enlarged 
in  the  later  MSS.,  from  Paul’s  own  more  full  relation  of  that 
transaction  to  Agrippa,  in  Acts,  xxvi.  12-18.  This  rash  and 
mischievous  attempt  at  improvement  was  a  subject  of  com¬ 
plaint  and  reprehension  as  early  as  the  times  of  Jerom  ;  and 
even  of  Origen,  who  testified  (in  the  third  century),  tl  it  is  cer- 
11  tain,  that  there  is  great  diversity  in  the  copies,  so  that  those 
“  of  Matthew,  and  those  of  the  other  gospels,  do  not  agree; 
“  either  through  the  carelessness  of  transcribers,  or  through 
“  a  wanton  audacity  in  daring  to  alter  the  text,  or  through 
“  persons  who  have  added  or  expunged  words,  in  attempting 
“  to  correct  the  text  according  to  their  own  notions.- — b7\\av 
i(  ori  yeyovev  7j  ruv  oivnygeLipuv  hicapooct.'  tire  arro  gctOu/zias  nvoiv 

“  ygctipeM,  are  ci<xo  ro\'±r,t  nvuv  ijtoyfi)oa<;  rrjg  biogOcoffewg  ruv  ygufo- 
“  (MevuVy  etre  y.cu  a  to  ruv  ra  eauro/g  doxouvr a  ev  rtj  d/ogtiu >tJa  Kgoffri- 
“  Oevrwv  n  aipuiffo'jvruv." — ( Comment .  in  Matt.)  “  A  great 
u  error,”  6aid  Jerom  (in  the  fourth  century),  “has  crept  into 
“  our  copies,  whilst  that  which  has  been  thought  defective 
“  in  one  evangelist,  has  been  added  from  another;  or,  wrhere 
u  one  of  the  evangelists  had  expressed  the  same  sense  differ- 
“  ently  from  another,  he  who  had  read  only  one  of  them, 
“  thought  the  others  were  to  be  corrected  by  that  one,  as  a 
11  standard.  From  which  cause  it  has  happened,  that,  with 
“  us,  all  are  mixed  together;  so  that  many  things  of  Luke 
“  and  Matthew  are  found  in  Mark;  again,  many  of  John 


Part  I. 


PREFACE. 


37 


u  and  Mark  are  found  in  Matthew ;  and  so,  in  the  rest, 
“  what  belongs  to  others.” — (Prof,  in  Q.  Ev.)  During  the 
first  two  centuries,  in  which  copies  were  eagerly  multiplied 
without  any  public  authority  to  ensure  the  uniformity  of  all 
the  copies,  the  different  copyists,  according  to  their  judgments, 
supplied  one  gospel  from  another,  as  Origen  and  Jerom  here 
complain ;  seeking,  rather  to  make  a  harmony ,  than  a  true 
transcript ,  of  the  original  before  them.  And  thus,  although 
the  Vatican  INIS,  is  generally  free  from  those  corruptions,  yet 
we  still  find,  in  Matt,  xxiii.  37,  38,  3D,  misplaced  in  the  order 
of  time,  an  interpolation  from  Luke,  xiii.  34,  35,  in  which 
latter  gospel  it  stands  in  its  due  chronological  order ;  being 
a  prediction  of  our  Lord,  before  he  arrived  at  Jerusalem,  of 
the  reception  he  should  there  experience  from  the  people ; 
whereas,  in  Matthew,  it  has  been  heedlessly  inserted  after 
his  arrival  in  that  city,  and  after  the  prediction  it  signified 
had  been  fulfilled.  (See  Annot.) 

But,  a  far  more  culpable,  though,  happily,  a  very  rare 
cause  of  diversity  in  the  several  copies,  is  now  discovered,  in 
the  omission,  or  insertion,  of  a  passage,  through  the  influence 
of  ecclesiastical  party,  or  interest ;  of  such  omissions,  we  have 
a  signal  and  important  example  in  Matt,  xxvii.  50,  of  this 
revision;  and  of  such  insertions ,  in  Mark,  xvi.  9  —  Luke, 
xxii.  43,  44 — John,  v.  4,  and  viii.  1-11,  of  the  commonly 
received  text.  So  also  in  Luke,  ix.  54,  55,  56,  and  xxiii.  34. 

25.  The  diversities  resulting  from  all  these  causes,  grad¬ 
ually  but  continually  multiplying  through  several  ages  of 
transcription,  in  different  and  distant  countries,  produced  at 
length  texts  characteristically  differing  from  each  other,  and 
from  the  most  ancient  surviving  text ;  and  the  innate  pro¬ 
pensity  of  the  mind,  to  clear  its  notions  by  endeavouring 
to  reduce  its  confused  ideas  to  systematical  arrangement, 
prompted  some  late  learned  critics  to  persuade  themselves, 
that  they  had  discovered,  in  the  chaos  of  various  readings, 
certain  fixed  marks  or  tokens,  by  which  they  could  be 
reduced  into  true  classes ,  or  orders. 

To  those  assumed  classes,  Bengel  gave  the  denomination 
of  ‘  familia Sender,  and  after  him  Griesbach,  gave  the 
name  of  ‘  racensio,'  commonly  interpreted  edition ,  but  more 
properly  signifying  review  or  revised.  Proceeding  upon  this 
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systematical,  or  rather  hypothetical  principle,  Griesbach 
thought  that  he  had  found  evidence  of  three  principal  ‘  re¬ 
censions'  of  the  Greek  text,  which  he  designated,  Western ; 
Alexandrine;  and  Byzantine.  Michaelis,  differing  somewhat 
from  Griesbach,  conceived,  that  he  had  detected  tokens  of 
four  such  recensions,  which  he  called,  “  Western;  Alexandrine 
“  or  Egyptian  ;  Edessene ;  and  Byzantine ,  or  that  in  general 
“  use  at  Constantinople  after  that  city  had  become  the 
“  capital  and  metropolitan  see  of  the  Eastern  empire.” 
Scholz,  the  most  recent  learned  speculator  on  this  subject, 
differs  from  his  predecessors ;  and  approaches  nearer  to  the 
truth,  by  reducing  all  the  MSS.  to  two  only  classes,  which 
he  denominates  Constantinopolitan  and  Alexandrine ,  the  for¬ 
mer  of  which  he  zealously  advocates  ;  and  to  the  latter,  which 
he  repudiates,  he  assigns  the  1  Vatican  MS* 

The  denomination  of  Alexandrian ,  may,  perhaps,  be  pro¬ 
perly  assigned  to  this  MS. ;  hut  not  for  the  reason  commonly 
alleged  for  that  assignment,  namely,  the  general  agreement 
of  its  readings  with  the  scriptural  quotations  of  Origen ; 
for,  though  in  many  principal  passages  it  accords  with  the 
same  passages  as  cited  by  Origen,  yet  it  is  in  direct  variance 
with  that  father  in  some  of  its  characteristic  readings ;  and 
signally  so  in  that  most  ancient  reading  both  of  the  Vatican 
and  Ephrem  MSS.,  which,  though  confirmed  by  Chrysostom, 
is  excluded  from  the  commonly  received  Greek  text  and  the 
Vulgate,  through  the  influence  of  a  false,  and  futile  criticism 
of  Origen  ;  but  is  restored  in  the  accompanying  revision,  in 
Matth.  xxvii.  50.  It  is  a  great  mistake,  therefore,  to  suppose 
that  the  Vatican  MS.  wears  the  livery  of  Origen,  merely 
because  they  both  generally  followed  the  same  text.  But, 
the  true  critical  reason  for  assigning  this  MS.  to  Egypt,  if 
not  to  Alexandria  expressly,  is  found  in  its  employing  the 
known  Egyptian  orthography  of  some  Greek  words,  as  is 
shewn  in  Hug’s  ‘  Commentatio  *  viz.  the  inserting  il  before 
<p  and  and  adding  the  v  e<pe\xvffrniov  to  final  vowels,  even 
before  incipient  consonants. 

26.  But,  it  i9  proposterous  to  oppose  Constantinople  to 
Alexandria,  as  a  school  of  primitive  readings  of  Scripture. 
The  latter  city  was  a  seat  of  profane  learning  when  the  Gospel 
was  first  promulgated,  and  it  continued  to  be  a  seat  both  of 
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profane  and  sacred  learning,  for  three  centuries  before  the 
name  of  Constantinople  existed  ;  and  certainly,  during  those 
three  centuries,  of  primary  importance  to  the  Church,  whilst 
this  latter  city  still  bore  the  name  of  Byzantium  only,  it  was 
no  oracle  for  attesting  scriptural  readings.  When  it  had 
received  the  dignity  of  the  imperial  name,  it  became  wholly 
engaged  in  broad  questions  of  doctrine  and  discipline ;  and  it 
had  not  time  or  repose  to  contract  its  views  to  the  minut'us  of 
verbal  criticism,  before  it  became  the  theatre  of  bitter  feuds 
between  the  orthodox  and  the  Arians.  About  that  period,  the 
‘  Codex  Vaticanus  ’  was  written  in  Egypt ;  and  we  possess  it, 
with  all  its  authority  of  primitive  transcription :  we  cannot, 
therefore,  without  violence  to  reason  and  justice,  consent  to 
subject  it  to  the  arbitration  of  the  later  critics  of  Constantinople. 

We  thus  perceive,  that  we  may  dismiss  the  speculative 
doctrine  of  1  recensions and  confine  ourselves  to  the  practical 
and  more  intelligible,  though  vague  distinclions,  of  u  most 
“  ancient ,”  and  u junior  or  more  recent texts;  for,  we  are 
utterly  unable  to  trace,  gradatim  et  pedetentim ,  the  course  and 
progress  of  the  steps  by  which  the  former  declined  into  the 
latter,  through  a  succession  of  1000  years  ;  until  manuscript 
copies  ceased,  and  gave  place  for  ever  to  printed  ones. 

27,  The  *  junior  or  more  recent  *  Greek  text,  being  neces¬ 
sarily  that  most  generally  and  extensively  multiplied  in  MS. 1 
at  the  period  of  the  Reformation,  was  that  which  was  found 
in  the  few  copies  which  came  first  into  the  hands  of  Erasmus, 
and  the  other  learned  persons  who,  at  that  period,  first  com¬ 
pared  the  Latin  Vulgate,  and  our  English  translations  from  it, 
with  a  Greek  standard  ;  and,  from  the  same  cause,  it  event¬ 
ually  became  the  text  commonly  ‘  received and  was  therefore 
called,  “  textus  receptus That  this  text  owes  its  origin  to  this 
fortuitous  circumstance,  is  manifest;  for,  if  the  Vatican  MS. 
had  chanced  to  come  first  into  the  hands  of  Erasmus,  there 
can  be  little  reasonable  doubt,  that  it  w  ould  then  have  formed 
the  basis  of  his  Editio  Princeps ,  and  of  the  text  which  would 
then  have  become  the  received  text;  and  would  have  drawn 
to  itself  all  that  devotional  attachment  which  is  now  bestow  ed 
on  the  text  actually  denominated  1  receptus This  last  is,  in 


1  See  above,  p.  20. 
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general,  the  same  that  had  finally  obtained  at  Constantinople, 
and  in  the  Greek  church.  Yet,  that  text  rests  on  no  adequate 
authority  of  antiquity ;  and  bears  nearly  a  similar  relation  to 
the  most  ancient  surviving  Greek  text,  that  the  modern 
Vulgate  bears  to  the  old  Latin  version,  which,  by  Augustin’s 
testimony,  “  kept  closer  to  the  words ,  with  clearness  of  the 
“  sense,”1  than  any  of  the  Latin  translations  of  his  time. 
The  Constantinopolitan  text,  asserted  and  advocated  by 
Scholz,  therefore,  and  consequently  his  own  arbitrary  modi¬ 
fication  of  that  assumed  text,  rests  on  the  authority  of  no 
one  ancient  MS. ;  but  solely,  on  the  responsibility  of  individual 
criticism,  and  on  the  confidence  which  the  partiality  or 
complaisance  of  the  reader  may  repose  in  it.  Whereas,  by 
taking  the  entire  text  of  the  *  Vatican  MS.,’  we  are  sure  that 
we  obtain  the  most  ancient  text  that  Christian  antiquity  has 
transmitted  to  us.  But  Scholz,  in  his  eagerness  to  protect  a 
text  which  affords  him  unlimited  latitude  for  the  exercise  of 
his  critical  ingenuity,  studiously  strives  to  reverse  this  argu¬ 
ment  ;  and  to  subject  a  fixed,  secure,  and  certain  text  of  the 
fourth  century,  to  the  rule  of  a  more  recent,  nominal,  and 
fluctuating  text,  which  cannot  be  assigned  to  any  one  of  the 
succeeding  centuries  in  particular,  lie  “  cannot he  says, 
“  perceive  a  reason  why  we  should  despair  of  discovering  the 
“  genuine  text  of  the  N.  T.,  since  we  have  obtained  those  of 
“  so  many  profane  writers.”2  The  obvious  reason  is  this  : 

1  “  In  ipsis  interp  retali  on  ibus,  Itala  caeteris  pr®feratur  ;  nara  est  verborum 
“  tenacior,  cum  pcrspicuitate  sententiae.” — {De  Doctrina  Christiana,  tom.  iii. 
p.  27.  ed.  Benedict.)  This  name,  44  Itala  interpretation  has  given  occasion  to 
much  learned  but  totally  gratuitous  efforts  of  ingenuity,  grounded  on  an 
unwarranted  assumption,  that  the  word  “Itala”  is  here  an  erroneous  reading. 
44  4  Itala, *  observes  Bishop  Marsh  ( Introd .  vol.  ii.  p.  C21.  n.  3),  “  is  perhaps 
4<  an  erratum  in  the  MSS.  of  Augustin’s  works,  for  4  ilia  ”  and,  on  this 
'perhaps,'  the  learned  annotator  proceeds  to  introduce  an  4 ingenious '  con¬ 
jectural  alteration  suggested  by  Potter ;  but,  as  Augustin  uses  the  adjective 
1  Italus '  elsewhere,  that  ground  of  conjecture  dissolves  into  fancy.  Thus,  in 
liis  work  44  De  Ordine "  (tom.  i.),  he  says :  44  Si  dicam  te  facile  ad  eum  ser- 
44  monem  perveuturam,  qui  locutionis  et  lingus  vitio  careat,  profecto  mentiar. 
“  Me  enim  ipsura,  cui  magna  necessitaa  fuit  ista  perdiscere,  adhuc  in  multis 
“  verborum  6onis  I  tali  exagitant ;  ct  a  me  vicissim,  quod  ad  ipsum  sonum 
44  attinet,  reprehend  tiutur.”  Of  that  ‘  Italic  version *  we  possess  no  certain 
text ;  though  it  probably  formed  the  basis  of  other  Latin  versions,  and  of  that 
which  Sabatier  has  given  under  the  name  44  Antiqua  Versio 

2  44  Quum  animadverto,  quam  prope  genuiuo  nitori  redditos  habemus  pro- 
“  fanos  multos  scriptores, — non  reperio,  cur  de  iuveniendo  textu  N.  T.  genuino 
44  desperaudum  sit.” — {Proleg.  p.  clvi.) 
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the  difficulty  of  doing  so  will  necessarily  increase,  in  propor¬ 
tion  to  the  number  of  transcripts  that  have  been  made  of 
each  ;  for,  the  difficulty  arises  chiefly  from  the  number  of 
variations  and  errors  unavoidably  accruing  in  the  course  of 
frequent  transcription.  Now,  I  do  not  adventure  much  when 

I  compute,  that  for  one  surviving  ancient  MS.  copy  of  any 
profane  writer,  some  hundreds  of  copies  exist,  and  have 
existed,  of  the  Evangelical  Scriptures.  The  difficulty  and 
improbability  of  being  able  to  “ discover  ”  tlie  true  original 
text,  in  the  multitude  of  those  various  readings,  by  mere 
critical  tact  and  sagacity,  will  be  increased  in  the  same  pro¬ 
portion  ;  and  the  sense  of  that  increased  difficulty,  will  the 
more  forcibly  direct  the  prudence  of  the  reason  to  fall  back 
to  the  earliest  transcript  that  can  be  found,  as  the  best  and 
surest  guide  to  conduct  us  to  the  object  in  pursuit. 

28.  But,  the  learned  Scholz,  ambitious  of  being  the  esta- 
blislier  of  a  text,  and  his  ambition  rendering  him  insensible 
to  the  force  of  this  plain  argument,  culls  or  rejects,  ad 
libitum ,  from  the  readings  of  the  Alex.,  Const.,  and  received 
texts,  by  no  other  rule  than  that  of  hi9  own  individual 
opinion,  and  so  constructs  his  edition  ;  offering  no  reason  of 
criticism,  or  standard  of  authority,  by  which  his  readers 
may  be  certified,  that  his  judgment,  in  the  numerous  cases, 
is  to  be  relied  upon  for  final  appeal :  whilst,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  coequal  judgments  of  his  readers  are  convinced,  on 
very  many  occasions,  that  his  decision  has  been  altogether 
erroneous  ;  for,  he  cannot  impart  to  them  that  incommuni¬ 
cable  momentum  —  the  hypothetist's  passion  for  his  own  hypo - 
thesis.  In  fact,  his  interior  maryin ,  into  which  he  rejects, 
in  every  page,  almost  every  reading  which  he  calls  Alex¬ 
andrian,  presents,  to  my  intelligence,  a  constantly  concurrent 
evidence  of  his  adopted  text’s  systematic  departure  from  the 
genuine  readings.  He  alleges,  indeed,  “  a  perpetual  chain 

II  of  witnesses — catena  testium  perpetva;"  yet  he  acknow¬ 
ledges  the  irreption  of  errors,  even  in  the  first  two  centuries, 
through  the  faults  of  copyists.  His  “ perpetual  chain,"  must 
have  principal  reference  to  the  quotations  of  the  successive 
fathers ;  but,  the  testimony  of  their  quotations  from  the 
Scripture,  is  of  positive  weight  only  so  far  as  it  respects  the 
presence  or  absence  of  entire  clauses.  With  regard  to  verbal 
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readings ,  their  testimony  is  rarely  of  any  weight ;  because, 
the  same  father  often  quotes  the  same  passage,  with  material 
verbal  differences  :  on  which  account,  Matthsei  sarcastically 
remarked,  “  More  accommodating  critics  than  the  Greek 
“  fathers,  I  have  not  found  ;  they  allow  every  one  to  read 
“whatever  he  pleases- — Commodiores  criticos  quam  patres 
li  Grcecos  non  inveni ;  quidlibet  cuilibet  permiitunt  legere :*>l 
Except  in  a  few  cases,  where  their  attention  was  specially 
called  to  particular  words,  as,  whether  we  should  retain  or 
reject  in  Matt.  v.  22 ;  whether  we  should  read  eytvvridr), 
or  &/  eyswriSrjffaVf  in  John,  i.  13,  and  rgirr)  or  ty.TT,  in  Mark, 
xv.  25  ;  they  habitually  quoted  laxly,  having  in  mind  the 
general  sense  more  than  verbal  precision.  That  minute 
attention  to  verbal  accuracy  to  which  we  have  attained,  and 
which  distinguishes  our  time,  was  not  awakened  in  the  minds 
of  those  early  writers ;  and  it  is  our  late  experience  of  the 
effects  of  their  inattention,  which  has  roused  that  minuteness 
of  attention  in  us. 

From  hence  it  follows,  that  all  Scholz’s  argument  which 
rests  on  an  alleged  perpetuation  of  a  particular  reading,  has 
no  foundation  whatever  in  reality ;  yet  his  whole  system  of 
correction  reposes  on  that  unreal  foundation.  The  only  text 
which  we  can  take  hold  of,  palpably  and  securely,  as  having 
really  existed  in  the  most  ancient  time  to  which  our  retro¬ 
spective  researches  can  attain,  is  undeniably  that  of  the 
‘  Vatican  MS. in  that  text  we  stand  on  firm  and  stable 
ground ;  in  Scholz’s  hypothetical  text,  we  float,  without 
determination,  like  atoms  in  the  air. 

29.  Besides,  it  is  now  well  ascertained,  that  the  New  Scrip¬ 
tures  have  contracted  their  Apocrypha ,  as  well  as  the  Old ; 
which  have  resulted  from  similar  causes,  existing  in  a  similar 
state  of  intellect  in  the  ages  in  which  they  were  respectively 
produced.  To  adhere  to  these,  as  forming  integral  parts  of 
the  genuine  Scriptures,  is  to  adopt  the  spirit  of  the  Romish 
church,  which  holds  the  apocryphal  books  of  the  Old 
Scriptures  as  genuine  and  canonical.  Now,  passages  which 
bear  the  same  relation  to  the  New  Scriptures,  that  “  Susanna 
“  and  the  Elders — Bel  and  the  Dragon ,”  &c.,  bear  to  the 
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Old,  are  only  hinted  at  by  Scholz,  as  having  been  thought 
“  suspicions through  his  too  great  tenderness  for  the  Con- 
stantiuopolitan  text,  which  must  iucur  extensive  discredit, 
if  the.  adulterateness  of  those  passages  is  fully  exposed  to  the 
light.  Such  are  the  accounts  of,  an  angel  that  troubled  the 
water  of  Bethesda,  John,  v.  3.  —  of  the  woman  taken  in 
adultery ,  ib.  viii.  1 — 11. — of  the  angel  in  the  garden  of 
Gethsemane,  Luke,  xxii.  43,  44. — and,  the  last  twelve  apo¬ 
cryphal  verses  subjoined  to  St.  Mark's  Gospel ;  none  of  which 
are  found  in  the  most  ancient  texts:  and,  to  strive  to  main¬ 
tain  these,  through  a  mistaken  or  prejudiced  reverence  for 
*  reception ,’  is  the  same  in  effect,  though  not  in  principle, 
as  to  strive  to  pass  off  a  base  coin.  A  want  of  due  investi¬ 
gation  of  what  is  really  the  proper  object  of  *  reverence  ’  in 
the  sacred  volume,  has  caused  that  reverence  to  be  most 
erroneously  applied.  When  the  learned  Dr.  Bloomfield  pre¬ 
fers  a  44  charge  of  irreverence  for  4  the  Book  ’  which  was 
44  intended  to  make  men  wise  unto  salvation,”  (pref.  p.  x.) 
against  those  who,  like  Griesbacb,  would  alter  the  commonly 
received  text,  he  begs  the  question,  that  that  text  constitutes 
that  Book :  a  point,  which  cannot  be  conceded  to  him.  That 
text,  is  now  clearly  discovered  to  be,  in  numerous  places,  a 
corruption  of  *  the  Book ’  which  demands  our  reverence;  and 
our  reverence  is  evinced,  in  restoring  it  from  the  corruptions 
which  it  has  sustained,  to  the  most  ancient  and  purest  standard 
that  we  possess.  Thus,  our  reverence  for  the  4  the  Book  ’  is  to 
be  ascertained  by  determining  the  previous  question,  4  Which 
is  the  Book  to  which  our  reverence  is  legitimately  due?” 
If  we  direct  it  to  the  least  corrupted,  there  is  no  irreverence; 
if  to  the  most  corrupted,  the  reverence  savours  of  superstition 
and  of  bigotry.  And  I  must  observe,  that  in  admitting  cor¬ 
ruption  of  the  text  in  1  Cor.  xi.  10,  in  the  word  ayy&oug, 
and  in  proposing  vyyikuvrag  (a  reading  found  in  no  MS.,  and 
unsupported  by  any  example  in  the  sacred  vocabulary),  to 
replace  it,  that  learned  critic  justifies  those  whom  he  censures, 
for,  neither  corruption  nor  correction  are  exclusively  confined 
to  a  passage  of  his  own  assignment;  and  his  acknowledgment 
of  them  here,  is  an  evidence  that  they  may  be  expected  else¬ 
where.  The  question  is,  whether  any  corruption  exists  in 
the  general  context,  and  whether  any  correction  may  he 
applied  ?  If  this  question  i9  to  be  answered  in  the  affirmative, 
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no  critic  may  take  on  himself  to  limit  its  application  to  a 
case  of  his  own  particular  selection ;  and  he  ought  to  infer, 
from  the  corruption  which  he  himself  points  out,  a  proba¬ 
bility,  that  others  of  the  same  kind  exist,  which  have  not 
arrested  liis  attention. 

30.  Or,  are  we  to  use  just  the  measure  of  light  imparted 
to  the  age  of  the  Reformation,  and  not  to  use  that  which  has 
been  progressively  increasing  during  the  three  centuries  which 
have  followed  that  great  epocha?  Such  a  principle  would 
place  us  on  the  same  ground  with  those  whom  Erasmus  had 
to  resist,  and  whom  he  thus  repelled : 

“  I  heartily  assent  to  those  who  maintain,  that  the  au- 
“  thority  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  is  inviolable.  Whoever  know- 
“  ingly  depraves  them,  outrages  the  Holy  Spirit:  this  I  ac- 
“  knowledge.  But,  that  majesty  resides  only  in  the  fountain- 
l(  head.  Isaiah  has  not  erred,  nor  does  any  one  attempt  to 
“alter  what  he  wrote:  Matthew  has  committed  no  error; 
“  no  one  corrects  what  he  transmitted.  Our  business  lies 
“  with  his  interpreters ,  his  copyists ,  and  his  corrupters.  If  all 
“  the  authority  of  the  sacred  Scriptures  was  to  be  shaken  by 
“  some  corrupted  readings,  the  Holy  Spirit  must  needs  attend 
“  the  copyists,  no  less  than  the  prophets  and  evangelists. 
“  The  Holy  Spirit  is  nowhere  absent  from  them;  but,  He  so 
“  discovers  himself,  as  to  leave  for  us  a  portion  of  labour. 
il  The  inviolability  of  their  authority  resided  in  the  prophets, 
“  apostles,  or  evangelists.  The  highest  praise  of  the  Scrip- 
“  tures  is  this;  that  though  so  often  transfused  into  other 
“  languages,  so  often  mutilated  or  depraved  by  heretics,  so 
**  often  corrupted  by  transcribers,  yet  they  retain  the  vigour 
“  of  eternal  truth.  Thus,  the  church  stands  firm,  though 
“  assailed  by  all  the  storms  of  evil.  But,  he  acts  in  the 
“  service  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  who  endeavours,  with  all  his 
“  powers,  to  restore  to  its  primitive  integrity,  whatever  has 
“  been  deteriorated  by  men.  As  there  will  never  be  wanting 
“  those  who  deteriorate,  so,  we  ought  never  to  cease  from 
“  the  task  of  correcting.  The  Scriptures  themselves,  there- 
“  fore,  are  one  thing ;  what  interpreters  have  ill  rendered, 
“  or  transcribers  have  corrupted,  are  another. — Every  knave 
“  can  corrupt  the  copies  of  the  Gospel ;  and  shall  it  be  for- 
“  bidden  to  restore  what  has  been  so  corrupted?” — {Apologia 
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prefixed  to  the  Gr.  N.  Test.  ‘  Erasmi  Opei'a ,  fol.  Lugd.  Batav. 
‘  tom.  vi/) 

31.  In  order  to  illustrate  the  characteristic  distinctions 
of  his  Constaiitinopolitan  and  Alexandrian  families  of  texts, 
Scholz  has  selected,  for  a  “  sufficient  Specimen  utriusque 
“families,”  the  following  variations  in  the  fifth  chapter  of 
St.  Mark’s  Gospel. 


Const. 

Alexandr. 

1 

jjA^av 

TlXfof 

2 

t%t\0ovn  avtoj 

t^iXSotros  avtov 

ati\rrr,fftv 

vornfTfiatf 

5 

ogtai  kxi  t?  roif  pvTifuztrt 

fx.f7ifd.xai  xai  tv  roif  ogiois 

6 

AT 6 

loro 

titrt 

As  yu 

9 

am  of  oft  u. 

ovofia  am 

A*iK£i6n  Xtywv 

A  tya  a.wr u 

Xiyiu* 

ktyiAif 

12 

ara*ns  oi  iaifiam 

omitted 

13 

i  v6tuf 

omitted 

0  l7>aou; 

omitted 

11 

oi  Ee 

XAi  ol 

rous  x,o»£ous 

AVTOVS 

itwyyukat 

A-xr.yyukAt 

ifyxDof 

r,X6oi 

15 

kcu 

'lfI.ATiaid.lTOf 

18 

tftpetfres 

tftfiajvovros 

y  fiir  clvtov 

fur  uwrov  ri 

19 

o  It  lyaeus 

KAI 

25 

yuvn  Vis 

yvn 

33 

tor'  awry 

AVT7) 

34 

0 

o  3i  \r,aous 

36 

tvhus 

omitted 

38 

s^srss 

tf>Xnvm 

iof>vP>o »,  xA auvrets 

6o(>v(}cv  xat  xkatovras 

40 

0  Si 

AUTOS  $t 

atavtas 

T  ATT  AS 

ATAKUfdtVOV 

omitted 

41 

K0Vfd.ii 

Koufi.— (Proleg.  p.  xx.) 

If  we  examine  these  diversities  of  reading,  we  shall  find, 
that,  so  far  as  they  afford  internal  evidence,  the  Alexandrian 
column  recommends  itself  much  the  most  strongly  to  the 
reason,  as  bearing  the  character  of  genuineness  in  its  readings. 

t.  rtX6ov  =  n Mgv]  The  preceding  context  had  been  engaged 
in  speaking  of  Jesus,  individually,  and  the  context  imine- 
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diately  following  is  also  so  engaged ;  the  most  ancient  read¬ 
ing,  qXfov,  is  therefore  the  most  probable. 

2.  aurw  —  a T^vrrjGsv  cu>rifr=e!'e\0oi>rog  aurou  —  vvyivT^sev 

a urw]  As  avTy,  in  the  second  clause,  is  the  reading  of  every 
MS.,  the  order  of  interpretation  of  Scliolz’s  Const,  reading 
would  be,  avrififriisev  a urv  efyxQovn  ctvrw,  the  last  three  words 
being  equally  in  regimen  to  a rr^rneiv;  but,  as  such  a  con¬ 
struction  condemns  itself,  so  it  confirms  the  most  ancient 
reading.  The  readings  of  this  sentence  have  thus  progress¬ 
ively  varied  in  the  MSS., 


i%‘\6ovrot  avrou  .  .  .  Vat.  and  F.phr.,  or  B  and  C. ;  also  L. 

ifyXfovrekiv  avruv  ...  BeziS,  or  D. 
tfyx&ovTi  a.wraf  .  «  .  Alex.y  or  A. 

5,  o£6<jv  x.  £.  r.  (j,  =  x.  *.  r.  o]  As  our  Lord  was 

nearer  the  tombs  than  the  mountains,  it  is  probable  the 
historian  would  have  mentioned  the  nearer  object  before  the 
more  remote ;  and  the  most  ancient  reading  testifies  that  he 
did  so. 

12.  trams  oi  haifiovtt,  and  b  Tytovg  =  omitted  in  the  Vat. 
MS.]  These  pleonasms  betray  i  italic  insertions  *  to  the 
ancient  text  (see  above,  p.  34) ;  as  also  does  the  substitution 
of  the  noun  for  the  pronoun,  in 

14.  roug  x°ig°ug  =  avrovg  (ibid.) 

18.  6 fj,(3avrog  =  t/ifiouvovrog]  i.  e.  When  he  had  embarked  = 
When  he  was  embarking :  the  most  ancient  reading  expresses 
the  latter,  which  was  the  more  probable. 

38.  e^erai  =  t§%o¥rat]  The  case  here,  is  the  reverse  of 
that  of  v.  1  ;  the  preceding  sentence  had  enumerated  Peter, 
James,  and  John  ;  the  most  ancient  reading,  eg%orra*,  is  there¬ 
fore  entitled  to  retain  its  place. 

40.  uvaxeifitm  =  omitted  in  the  Vat.  MS.]  The  most  an¬ 
cient  reading  closed  the  sentence  with  <zath ov,  which  was 
sufficient;  amxu/ievov  betrays  itself  to  be  a  superfluous  and 
officious  addition. 

From  this  “  specimen Scholz’s  speculation  derives  no 
measure  of  support;  but,  there  were  abundance  of  other 
specimens  much  better  calculated  to  shew  the  distinctive 
characters  of  the  two  opposed  texts.  All  those  modes  of 
variation  above  specified,  p.  34,  viz.  1.  the  multiplication  of 
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the  name  ir^oug ;  2.  the  supplying  italic  insertions ;  3.  the 
enriching  one  narrative  by  adding  from  another  ;  *4.  the 
omission  of  a  passage  sanctioned  by  early  antiquity,  and  the 
introduction  of  others  unknown  to  primitive  antiquity;  these 
are  all  justly  claimed  by  the  learned  Scholz  for  his  4  Con - 
4  stantinopolitan *  family.  We  have  an  apposite  specimen  in 
Luke,  xvii.  9. 


Alexandr. 

Cod.  Vat. 

ftYl  iftii  ra>  itovXai,  or t  tirowt 

Ttt  $ictTa%fo)iT0C  ; 

“  Doth  he  thank  the  servant,  be¬ 
cause  he  did  what  was  commanded  ?’* 


Const. 

Text.  Scholz. 

pn  xxZlv  6XU  r?  ***»»,  or i 

i7T0H)Ft  TO,  <)lCtTCt%&tVTCt  ecvra  i  au  Iokv. 

“  Doth  he  thank  that  servant  be¬ 
cause  he  did  what  was  commanded 
him  ?  /  trow  not.” 


Here,  some  dull  p/dloponist1  has  enfeebled  the  emphasis  of 
our  Lords  interrogation,  which  precluded  all  reply  (as  above, 
in  p.  35);  41  an  interrogation,  as  Bloomfield  observes,  on 
44  2  Pet.  iii.  11,  in  which  the  question  and  the  answer  are 
44  intermingled,  popular  iter ;  and  which  here,  as  often,  par- 
**  takes  of  exclamation by  subjoining  a  reply  drawn  from 
his  own  dulness.  In  the  former  case,  p.  35,  the  question 
required  the  answer  from  the  interrogator;  in  this  case,  it 
did  not;  yet,  Scholz  not  only  admits  this  last  reading,  but 
expressly  claims  it  for  his  Const,  text*  and  pronounces  its 
omission  to  be  Alexandrian. 


32.  Every  one,  therefore,  who  is  very  sensitive  for  the  purity 
and  integrity  of  the  Evangelical  Records,  will  feel  it  to  be  of 
the  first  importance,  that  the  English  reader  should  at  length 
be  put  in  possession  of  the  text  of  the  sacred  volume,  purged 
from  the  heterogeneous  incrustations  which  its  surface  has 
contracted  during  its  passage  down  the  stream  of  dark  and 
turbid  ages :  Griesbach  commenced  that  service,  by  partially 
restoring  the  ancient  asterisk  and  obelus;  his  learned  am¬ 
plifier,  Schulz,  adhered  to  his  example,  though  he  substi¬ 
tuted  other  marks  of  notation :  Scholz,  by  discarding  those 
salutary  monitors,  has  thrown  back  the  text  into  the  undis- 

1  See  note  to  Preface,  Part  ii.  §  5. 

2  ”  ov  =  BLX.  I.  26.  118.  131.  157.  Copt.  Arm.  (sed  ed.  Constant. 
“  hab.  in  m.)  JEth.  Verc.  Cypr  (N.  T.  Scholz.  vol.  i.  p.  301.  V.  margg. 
inter,  et  infer.) 
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tinguished  confusion  of  the  latter  portion  of  those  ages.  It 
is  therefore  imperative,  that  we  should  at  length  secure  and 
complete  what  Griesbach  had  begun,  by  throwing  altogether 
out  of  the  text  every  thing  apocryphal  and  spurious;  and 
thus  attain  to  a  conformity  with  primitive  Christian  antiquity. 
“  The  complete  Christian”  (observes  the  ancient  Christian 
writer  quoted  in  the  title-page)  “  ought  not  to  establish  his 
“  faith  by  disputable  texts ;  those  which  are  agreed  upon, 
“  and  universally  acknowledged,  sufficiently  declaring  every 
“  thing  respecting  the  entire  doctrine  of  Christians.” 

33.  It  has  been  laid  down  for  a  rule  in  literature,  that  no 
translation  of  a  work  ought  to  be  printed  for  publication,  the 
original  of  which  work  is  not  also  made  public  in  print.  The 
prohibition  contemplated  in  that  rule,  cannot  be  applied  to 
the  accompanying  Revision ;  because,  though  the  text  of  the 
Vatican  MS.  lias  not  been  published  collectively  in  a  printed 
form,  yet  we  possess,  in  a  printed  form,  both  Bentley’s1  and 
Birch’s  collections  of  every  word  in  which  it  differs  from  the 
printed  received  text ;  so  that  every  one,  who  is  willing  to 
give  himself  the  trouble,  can  assimilate  the  text  of  his  Greek 
Testament  to  that  of  the  Vatican  MS.,  by  which  means,  he 
will  obtain  the  entire  text  of  that  ancient  antigraph;  and  the 
rule  in  question  had  not  in  view  the  indulgence  of  inexertion, 
but  the  prevention  of  deception  and  imposition. 


*  It  demands  to  be  noticed,  that  Scholz,  in  his  description  of  the  Vat.  MS. 
( Proleg .  p.  xxxviii,),  mentions  Birch’s  Collations  (printed  1 708-1 000),  and  also 
those,  in  MS.,  of  one  Julius  de  St.  Anastasia,  in  the  Royal  Library  at  Paris 
(collated  in  1G69);  but  he  passes  over,  with  profound  silence,  the  laborious 
collations  of  Bentley,  though  they  were  published  by  Woide  in  1 709,  thirty 
years  before  Scholz  published  his  Prolegomena:  also,  that  in  some  places  (as 
in  Mark,  i.  10  and  16,  and  again,  in  Mark,  vi.  6),  where  Bentley  had  given 
a  reading  afterwards  overlooked  by  Birch,  and  for  which  Schulz  gave  Bentley 
the  credit ;  Scholz  has  used  the  reading,  but  excluded  the  name  of  Bentley ; 
although  Birch  says,  in  his  Proleg.  p.  24,  “  Lcctt.  Luc.  ct  Joh.  ex  schedis 
(<  Bentleji,  amice  cum  nobis  connnuuicavit  Illustr.  et  Doctiss.  Woide.”  Such  a 
marked  omission  in  such  a  work,  especially  in  his  general  enumeration  of 
names  ( Proleg .  c.  iv.  p.  xxvi.),  is  not  a  little  censurable ;  and  more  parti¬ 
cularly,  as  Schulz  (of  whose  inferior  margin  those  of  Scholz  are  in  a  great 
measure  reprints)  has  expressly  noted  Bentley’s  collations,  in  his  note  to  the 
Vat.  MS.,  p.  xcvii.  of  his  Prolegomena.  In  fact,  if  we  bad  not  Birch's  colla¬ 
tions  of  that  MS.,  Bentley’s  collations  would  have  been  of  infinitely  more  real 
value  for  elucidating  the  sacred  text,  than  any  thing  that  Scholz’s  researches 
have  empowered  him  to  contribute  towards  that  end. 
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34.  But,  though  the  Vatican  MS.  is  of  such  high  an¬ 
tiquity,  yet,  as  it  does  not  pertain  to  the  first ,  but  to  the 
fourth  century,  between  which  periods  some  variations  crept 
into  different  copies ;  it  is  to  be  expected,  from  the  ordinary 
causes  perpetually  operating  towards  variations  in  transcrip¬ 
tion,  that  this  copy  would  also  deviate  in  some  places  from 
MSS.  still  more  ancient,  and  now  lost;  though  in  much 
fewer  instances  than  in  the  multitudinous  copies  of  the 
several  centuries  which  followed  it.  Of  such  places,  we  are 
able  to  rectify  some  by  the  testimony  of  still  more  ancient 
authorities:  as  in  John,  i.  13;  Heb.  ii.  9;  1  John,  iv.  4. 

35.  For  all  the  reasons  above  detailed,  I  have  conducted 
the  accompanying  “  Revision  of  our  English  Version  ”  by 
collation  with  the  text  of  that  most  ancient  MS.  The  method 
I  have  pursued,  has  been  this.  I  first  assimilated  a  common 
school  copy  of  the  received  Greek  text,  to  the  entire  text 
of  that  MS.,  by  substituting  the  various  readings  given  by 
Professor  Birch,  for  the  Gospels,  in  his  41  Quatuor  Evangelia fi 
printed  at  Copenhagen  in  1788;  and,  for  the  sequel,  in  his 
14  Varies  Lectiones  ad  Textum  Act.  App.  Epp.  Catholicarum 
41  et  Pauli ,  Src.fi  printed  in  1798,  and  his  “  Varies  Lectt.  ad 
44  Text.  Apocalypseosfi  in  1800 ;  comparing  them  occasionally 
with  those  of  Bentley,  published  by  Woide,  in  1799,  at  the 
end  of  his  Appendix  to  the  Alexandrian  MS.  I  next  adapted 
a  copy  of  our  English  version,  to  the  same  readings  of  the 
Vatican  MS. ;  endeavouring  to  render  that  version  an  exact 
expression  of  the  assimilated  Greek  text.  In  the  very  rare 
instances  in  which  I  have  deemed  it  obligatory  to  depart 
from  the  readings  of  that  MS.,  I  have  fully  assigned  the 
reasons  in  the  annotations. 

36.  It  has  been  justly,  and  soundly  observed  by  Michaelis, 
that  the  genuine  reading  of  a  passage  may  survive  in  only 
one  MS. ;  nay,  that  the  true  reading  may  have  lapsed  from 
every  surviving  MS.  With  respect  to  the  first  case ;  we  have 
as  good  reason  to  be  convinced,  that  we  are  to  read  pctvewv  — 

1  making  manifest ,’  (for  pguv — *  hearing /  of  the  received  text) 
in  Heb.  i.  3,  though  it  i9  found  only  in  the  Vatican  MS.,  as 
that  the  altar  of  incense  should  be  placed,  according  to  the 
same  MS.,  without  the  Holy  of  Holies,  in  Ileb.  ix.  2,  instead 
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of  within ,  according  to  the  received  text  (see  above,  p.  32) ; 
and,  with  respect  to  the  latter  case,  we  have  equally  con¬ 
vincing  reason  to  be  persuaded,  that  where  all  the  existing 
texts  unite  in  reading  auvr^ctau — ‘  breaking ,’  in  Mark,  xiv. 
3,  the  genuine  reading  is  auvrg e^atra — ‘  turning  over,’  though 
this  reading  is  not  found  in  any  known  MS. :  the  presence  of 
any  given  vowel  carrying,  in  itself,  no  power  of  a  determining 
testimony  in  the  Greek  manuscripts,  from  the  innumerable 
examples  of  error,  in  that  particular,  with  which  they  abound  : 
“  £  corrumpitur  in  i,  et  contra is  the  experience  of  all  who 
have  examined  the  sacred  MSS.,  no  less  than  of  Canter, 
and  others,  who  have  been  wholly  engaged  with  the  profane. 
(See  Part  II.  page  54.) 

37.  It  must  here  be  stated,  that  the  Vatican  MS.,  though 
more  nearly  entire  than  any  other  of  the  mo9t  ancient  sur¬ 
viving  MSS.,  is  yet  defective  of  the  Epistles  to  Timothy, 
Titus,  and  Philemon ;  of  the  latter  part  of  that  to  the 
Hebrews,  from  c.  ix.  14,  to  the  end ;  and  of  the  entire  book 
of  the  Apocalypse.1  In  the  former  of  those  places,  I  have 
been  chiefly  guided  by  the  Cod.  Vat.  367  (Sec.  xi.),  of  which 
Birch  says,  “  Codicem  367,  quem  optimis  adnumerare  non 
“  dubito,  summa  qua  potui  diligentia,  per  omnia  contuli.’, — 
( Proleg .  ad  Var.  Lectt.  See.  p.  ix.) ;  in  the  last,  I  have  fol¬ 
lowed  the  remarkably  harmonising  corrections  of  Birch  and 
Matthsei. 

38.  Hug  expresses  an  uncertainty,  of  the  original  cause 
of  the  alphabetical  notation  of  MSS. :  “  The  oldest  MSS., 
“  he  says,  which  have  survived  to  our  day,  have  been  pro- 
“  bably  marked  A,  B,  and  C,  more  from  chance,  than  from 
“  strong  documentary  motives.”2  The  cause  of  that  alpha- 


1  Though  Woide,  in  publishing  Bentley's  collations  of  the  Cod.  Valicanus, 
has  stated,  that  the  Epistles  to  Timothy,  Titus,  Philemon,  and  the  latter  part 
of  that  to  the  Hebrews,  are  defective  in  that  MS.,  yet  he  has  given  Bentley’s 
collation  of  the  Apocalypse  subjoined  to  that  copy,  without  apprising  the  reader 
that  it  is  not  written  by  the  same  hand,  nor  of  the  same  age,  as  the  preceding 
ancient  portion  of  the  volume :  “  llcliqua  hujus  epistol*  pars  (ad  Hebraeos), 
“  una  cum  Johanuis  Apocalypsi ,  a  manu  recenti  ex  Codice  Bessarionis  aliquo, 
4<  lit  traduut,  supplentur.” — Bincir,  Proleyom.  ad  Quatuor  Evv.  p.  16. 

2  Introduction  to  the  Writings  of  the  N.  T.,  translated,  from  the  German, 
by  the  Rev.  D.  G.  Wait,  LL.D.  vol.  i.  p.  2G2. 
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betical  order  is  simply  this  :  Brian  Walton,  in  his  Polyglott 
N.T.,  subjoined  the  readings  of  the  Alexandrian  MS.,  then 
recently  received  in  England;  noting  those  readings,  “  MS. 
t(  A,”  not  with  any  view  to  an  alphabetical  order,  but  merely 
from  the  initial  letter  of  the  title  of  the  MS.  When  Wetstein 
planned  his  alphabetical  arrangement1  of  MSS.  for  collation, 
he  found  ‘A’  already  consecrated  to  the  Alexandrian  MS.; 
and,  respecting  its  right  of  occupancy,  he  proceeded  with 
B,  C,  though  these  have  since  been  ascertained  to  be  con¬ 
siderably  more  ancient.  That  Walton  intended  nothing  else 
by  the  letter  A,  is  manifest  from  his  commencing  with  that 
letter  at  Matt.  xxv.  6,  thus :  “  Hie  incipit  MS.  A,”  which  is 
exactly  the  place  where  the  Alexandrian  MS.  begins ;  the 
preceding  portion  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  being  wanting  in 
that  copy. 

1  It  may  be  satisfactory  to  some  readers  to  state,  that  catalogues  of  all  the 
known  MSS.  are  given,  in  the  * Prolegomena *  to  their  respective  editions,  by 
Wretstein,  to  the  year  1751  {  by  Schulz,  to  1827;  and  by  Scbolz,  to  1830  (see 
above,  p.  23).  For  particulars  of  the  former  of  these,  see  Michaelis’s  1  Intro- 
‘  duction,  4'c*’  c.  viii.  s.  6,  and  notes.  The  alphabetical  order  denotes  the  more 
ancient  copies,  written  in  uncial  or  capital  letters,  which  mode  of  writing  ceased 
about  the  tenth  century;  the  numerical  order  denotes  the  junior  copies  that  suc¬ 
ceeded,  written  in  the  cursive  character,  or  the  smaller  letter  of  our  printed 
books.  The  cursive  form,  in  which  the  letters  were  connected,  and  some 
syllables  abbreviated,  as  in  Stephens*  teats,  fell  gradually  into  disuse;  and, 
within  the  last  half  century,  all  connexion,  and  abbreviation,  have  been  banished 
from  our  Greek  press,  and  the  smaller  letters  printed  siDgly,  and  separately,  like 
the  uncial. 


END  OF  THE  FIRST  PART. 
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1.  With  respect  to  variations  arising  from  errors  of  in¬ 
advertency,  negligence,  or  ignorance  in  the  transcribers  of 
copies,  and  to  the  means  of  rectifying  them  ;  points,  which 
demand  all  the  vigilance  and  sagacity  of  criticism;  Michaelis 
has  adduced  some  desultory  rules,  which  he  has  drawn  from 
the  collective  experience  of  the  several  great  collators  of 
Scriptural  MSS.  But  it  is  plain,  that  he  was  not  aware,  that 
the  same  rules  had  been  collected  and  digested,  with  much 
greater  labour,  two  centuries  before  his  time,  and  one  century 
before  the  general  collation  of  Scriptural  MSS.  commenced; 
all  which  rules  were  drawn  from  collations  of  the  texts  of  a 
profane,  or  classical  Greek  writer,  Aristides :  for,  in  speaking 
of  the  erroneous  exchange  of  vowels  in  what  has  been  called 
the  Itacism ,  Michaelis  says,  “  I  know  not  whether  this  error 
“  is  as  frequently  discovered  in  the  copies  of  profane  authors, 
“  as  I  have  never  examined  a  manuscript  of  a  classical  writer 
“with  attention;”1  an  evident  proof,  that  the  labours  of 
Canter2  were  unknown  to  him.  Injustice,  therefore,  to  the 
eminently  learned  author  of  those  rules,  ho  less  than  for  the 
valuable  instruction  which  they  impart,  I  shall  here  recall 
them  to  the  notice  of  the  reader,  by  exhibiting  an  abridge¬ 
ment  of  his  little  Tract,  above  referred  to  (p.  23.) 

1  Introd.  vol.  i.  p.  27 G. 

2  “  Gulielmus  Canterus,  Ultrajecti  in  Bativis  patricia  familia  ortus — prirais 

“  utriusque  lingua;  rudirueutis,  sub  Joanne  Aurato  ( Dorat )  optimo  juventutis 
“  praeceptnre,  Lutetiis  factia,  industria  propria  tantum  postea  profecit,  ut  editis 
“  qnam  plurimis  scriptis,  inter  eruditissrmos  sui  saeculi  numerari  meruerit; 
“  plura  utique  praestiturus,  nisi  eum  ex  renim  Belgicarura  infausto  augurio 
<l  mceror  conceptns,  et  ex  mcerore  mors  immatura,  eripuisset;  nam  nondum 
“  xxxiii.  aetatis  annum  expleverat :  anno  hujus  saeculi  xm.,  ix.  Kal.  Quintil. 
“  natus,  et  v.  Kal.  Juntas  hoc  anno  (1575)  denatus.” — Thcaki  Hist.  tom.  iii. 
p.  437-  For  a  further  account  of  this  distinguished  scholar,  see  Dictionnaire  de 
Moreri ,  and  General  Biographical  Dictionary.  His  “  Syntagma ^  first 

printed  in  1571 ,  is  subjoined  to  Dr.  Jebb’s  edition  of  Aristides,  published  in 
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“  Syntagma  de  ratione  emendandi  GrcBcos  Auctorcs. 

“  PRjEFATIO. 

tl  Graecoruin  Scriptorum  lectio  quam  sit  utilis  ac  propemodum 
necessaria,  pauci  sunt  qui  ignorant ;  fit  autem  plerumque,  ut  iidem 
non  levibus  mendis  partim  veteribus,  partim  novis  infecti,  lecto- 
rem  tanquam  in  itincre  difficili  lubricoque  remorentur,  ct  pedem 
cogant  figere :  huic  rei  aliquod  remedium  si  attulero,  non  omnino 
nihil,  quod  ad  studiosorum  laborem  levandum  faciat,  prasstitum  a 
me  putabo.  Breviter  ergo  rationem  ex  ingenio,  cum  libri  meliores 
desunt,  Scriptores  Grmcos  emendandi  trademus,  eaque  loca,  qua 
non  prorsus  Chironia  sint  ulcera ,  feliciter  apteque  restituendi. 
Atque  id  eo  fiel  commodius,quod  ex  Aristidis  nostri  emendationibus, 
in  margine  collocatis,  licebit,  velut  e  divite  promptuario,  quicquid 
ad  hanc  rem  pertinebit,  sumere.  Nec  enim  alio  statuimus  nunc 
quidem  autore  uti,  quandoquidem  solus  poterit  ad  omnia  sufficere, 
ct  cujuscunque  emendandi  generis  exempla  permulta  prmbere  :  quae 
cum  partim  conjccturae  sagaci,  partim  etiam  librorum  veterum  col¬ 
lation)  debeantur,  non  incommode  fiet,  ut  inter  se  fidem,  quem- 
admodum  in  similibus  accidere  videmus,  apud  lcctores  faciant. 
Hoc  etiam  inerit  hac  in  re  commodi,  quod  simul  et  emendationum 
in  Aristide  factarum  ratio  reddetur,  atque  earum  quoque,quae  sunt 
in  Novis  Lectionibus,  si  forte  et  has  aliquando  citari  contigerit;  et 
cadem  vicissim  ad  similia  in  aliis  autoribus  castiganda  loca  viam 
patefacient.  Nam  quae  in  rebus  omnibus,  et  Sacris  et  Prof  ants , 
vim  habet  maximam  similitudo,  posteaquam  per  mentis  imbecili- 
tatem  veras  omnium  rerum  rationes  explicare  non  possumus; 
eadem  in  hoc  quoque  negocio  illud  efficiet,  ut  ad  unius  eraenda- 
tionis  alicujus  exemplum  aliae  plures  alibi  non  inepte  quasi  suc- 
crescant.  Sic  igitur  agemus,  ut,  Qu<e  litera  in  quas  corrumpi  ac 
degenerare  soleant ,  atque  ita  voces  alias,  aliamque  nonnunquam 
orationem  sufficere,  singillatim  primum  ostendamus.  Deinde, 
Qua  litera  vel  addi  vel  omitti  temere  soleant ,  docebimus ;  atque 
etiam,  ad  syllabus  et  verba  multa  turn  superfiua,  turn  desiderata, 
veniemus.  Hinc,  ad  Conjunctionem  vocabulorum  disjungendorum, 
et  rursus  disjunctionem  conjungendorum,  rem  ad  jucunditatem 
pariter  et  utilitatem  pracstantissimam,  progrediemur :  et  alia  quee- 
dam  denique,  quae  ad  hoc  negocium  pertinent,  breviter  addemus. 

CAP.  I. 

Qua  Liter  a  in  quas  corrumpantur. 

a  corrumpilur  in  i.  «  in  /,  et  contra. 

Scribendum,  afifTwf  pro  iQifraf —  Scribendum,  pro  ivaei  —  et 

pro  lyy^cttyov  —  pro  tp’.  contra  axccri*  pro  a-rttea.*  —  pro 
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a  in  o . 

Scribendum  a*  pro  —  aToXoyias 
pro  ifioXoyias —  ToXtftauvras  pro  toXi- 
ftouvroi,  etiam  contra. 

a  in  u,  et  contra. 

Scribenduni  avaervowrn  pro  avurnwam 
—  ipuyovrts  pto  ipayovrtf  —  uT  pro  &T . 

a  in  u. 

Scribendum  ha^ouai  pro  3jm|*»« —  if 
pro  us. 

ai  in  e,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  avrai^uw  pro  aon^n — 
e rfinft  pro  aiainati. 
a i  in  n. 

Scribendum  rXaiaiov  pro  erXurm  — 
o' fiat  pro  u  fin—etuTan  pro  awns- 

at  in  it  et  at,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  tTamaeu  pro  vramtu — 
(iXa-^ti  pro  (iXa-^ai — aurats  pro  avrots. 

au  in  n,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  /fxau^of  pro  Xt^n  —  $ 
pro  au. 

fi  corrumpitur  in  6. 

Scribendum  (ioufluf  pro  (ioufu*. 

fi  in  X. 

Scribendum  Xafiu*  pro  XaXm. 

(i  in  *•. 

Scribendum  fyi %ouaa  pro  ra^i^evffa. 
0  inX- 

Scribendum  iXafitv  pro  tXa^c*. 
fi  in  ar. 

Scribendum  (iotas  pro  trraaus. 
y  in  fi,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  iuaytpuar  pro  'Suafitiuat 
« — fiavas  pro  yovtXf. 

y  in  t,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  y^afifiara  pro  vgay/iara 
■ — ergayftaras  pro  iTiygafifiarof  —  Xoyu 
pro  Xoitu. 

y  in  x,*  e*  contra. 

Scribendum  nyt  pro  n%i  et  ng%t — 

a^%u*  pro  ayuv. 

3  in  y. 

Scribendum  yeg&iou  pro  yogytov  — 
3i iffTgotraior  pro  ivaTgotroyov. 

t  in  a. 

Scribendum  tTnX6ev  pro  arr,x$ov — 
iTaxrou  pro  xTaxrou — tip  torn *e»  pro 
atptrrtiKir. 


f  in  n,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  3e  pro  3»i,  contra,  3u  pro 
3t —  nna  pro  tvia- — nXe/y  pro  i|«». 
e  in  /,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  fiiaowrwv  pro  fiiaovvruo, 
contra,  (uan  pro  fitor, —  tarn  pro  tarn. 
e  in  o,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  Tagtvrts  pro  tra^ovrts — 
et/  pro  on  —  tuoXouot  pro  txtXtoov  —  ogyns 
pro  e gyois. 

e  in  u,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  tTt%ouaat  pro  uTt%ovaai 

—  ttptaruras  pro  utytaruras  —  Ip'  pro  it'* 

u  in  n,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  5e/  pro  5»j  s®piu9 — 
Xii'J'uS^io*  pro  Xiffuagion — n%av  pro 

—  nxoyrtf  pro  UKofrtf* 

it  in  /,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  tpnau  pro  <pnai — tTu  pro 
tTt  —  rtf  at  pro  rttvat. 

u  in  o. 

Scribendum  i3i/g«  pro  i3o|« —  tins 
pro  ins. 

ti  in  oi,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  nun  pro  s«n— u^iri  pro 
oi%irt-—ei  pro  u—oiao(it6a  pro  uoofitia. 
u  in  v. 

Scribendum  our  pro  *v*. 
iu  in  a. 

Scribendum  tuxai^ias  pro  anaigias*— 
tuaifh;  pro  artfiis  —  iTiTXtvauai*  pro 
tTiTXaeruaiv. 

£  in  X,  et  contra. 

Ha*c  mutatio,  sicut  et  contraria,  non 
est  infrequent  nec  exemplum  requirit 
ullum. 

i)  in  a. 

Scribendum  aTaans  pro  &Ta aas* 
v  in  /. 

Scribendum  i3«»  pro  i$io»—*aXt >» 
pro  TaXu. 

v  in  o,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  avnwa  pro  aTovra  —  Saw 
pro  iron— rgoQef  pro  t£ o<fmv  —  o/io^ous  pro 
ifingous* 

n  in  ot,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  ns  pro  o!s  —  hx.ee  pro 
oixoe —  ai^otoas  pro  aHenaas. 
n  pro  ou. 

Scribendum  aaxnaie  pro  aaxeuatv* 

9  in  3. 

Scribendum  xo9fov  pro  xvliieu. 
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0  in  A. 

Scribendum  a0kous  pro  xkkous. 

0  in  v. 

Scribendum  1 6ita  pro  uvea. 

6i  in  o>. 

Scribendum  pro  x^otuy — S<a- 

rgi(p0viros  pro  %utr(>i<puyros. 
i  in  *>. 

Scribendum  oixierai  pro  aix***!  — 
Xgtftara  pro  y^^n^a-Ta.  —  ovOiu  pro 

«u3(¥  «TT0». 

i  in  uy  et  contra. 

Scribendum  xtem*  pro  xwrrn — xi0oi. 
ftt)*  pro  xu0oiftnr  —  (pvkkov  pro  Qikou  — 
<pvko*  pro  $iko*. 

i  in  oi,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  kiftm  pro  koifty — A ot/tos 
pro  A i/ios. 

%  in  A,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  xaxuf  pro  xakus — aXndts 
pro  axn0rj{  —  koytfftottf  pro  xeyiaftovf. 
x  in  f. t ,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  xakkiara  pro  ftakurra—. 
xnruoj  pro  ftxxtm — ■  ftxixroy  pro  ixxix- 
ro*—.xokufti\riy  pro  xokvxvny. 
x  in  v. 

Scribendum  « xsTgotyiu  pro  ivargotyai — • 

a.xa.9ro$  pro  ayaxrof. 

A  in  «.  (i.  e.  A  pro  A.) 
Scribendum  ki»a  pro  cuva.— ftikxu 
pro  (ticc-rai— ocrAjjTif  pro  o  xeturff. 

A  in  3.  (».  e.  a  in  a.) 
Scribendum  xxrikuaa/tny  pro  xart~ 
yektovra;  pro  ythoyras. 
k  in  *. 

Scribendum  ffvvtxktor  pro  trvnxnoy— 
tfukxro  pro  tytvtro, 
ft  in  A. 

Scribendum  ioftnfair<ts  pro  rokirayras ■ 
ft  in  x. 

Scribendum  xaftiuv  pro  xxxnn— 
'iii/tov  pro  3»j Xou. 

ft  in  <r,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  rt0nft>  pro  nSmu  —  iQnfti 
pro  <pnai — <pnet  pro  tynftt  —  nxo^naa.  pro 

T)X0f>Hft(Z. 

ft  in  r,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  ftaka  pro  raAAa _ ftn 

pro  —  pro  ftn. 
r  in  x. 

Scribendum  non*  pro  xvtony. 


r  in  £. 

Scribendum  xuwr,*  pro  xu^a>r,y—. 
yvaQus  pro  ygatps/f. 

y  in  v,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  cxxyhofti i»  pro  trxtvlcftnv 
—  Otrcas  pro  our  a;  —  tv0UfttitT0aj  pro  er0v 

ftuff0ai. 

I  in  ir,  et  in  £. 

Scribendum  pro  trwoiftn. 

o  in  a. 

Scribendum  xof>uay  pro  xafuxt — og%n 
pro  ct(>X'V  — oxaru(>  pro  axaru/}. 

o  in  0,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  i0i  pr oJm — a»0n$vr  pro 

ayoTiiiui. 

o  in  i . 

Scribendum  tga?  pro  eg/«. 
o  in  u. 

Scribendum  t trgayovicty  pro  rtr^a- 
yuyiay—oerxtQ  pro  w9Xi(>. 
x  in  3. 

Scribendum  i«ri/v  pro  via*, 
x  in  x. 

Scribendum  ltxa.f  pro  hxxs. 
x  in  r. 

Scribendum  urn,  ixi,  pro  iri  —  xga. 
ft*  pro  ra%iif — alfta  Xfos  pro  ai/tarof. 

%  in  A,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  xpv  pro  <rA«w  — 
pro  xakuy — aQkr.y  pro 

£  in  »,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  s  pro  ixmias — 

cgnfo  pro  — xa‘iuv  Pro  xmiM' 

<t  in  a. 

Scribendum  apefitit  pro 
<r  in  x,  et  in  ft. 

Scribendum  t<rm<xayro  pro  exm<rct»ro 
— j(3Tiff0t  pro  Tf^xxt — axacrros  pro  avaxres. 
9  in  ». 

Scribendum  xavrus  pro  xa.yra>v  — 
xgcoros  pro  xgurov. 
tr  in  yp. 

Scribendum  xarakvcriiy  pro  xara- 
ku-yfstiy. 

r  in  3,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  r^uau  pro  Sga mi — ■  fyuay 
pro  rgutry. 

r  in  0,  et  contra,  et  in  ft. 

Scribendum  fttmv  pro  ftt0nv — xara^ai 
pro  x  afagtzi — ■axo<p0iyfta  pro  afore  uy  ft  a. 
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r  in  a,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  t ?  pro  <r*> — natrnau.  pro 
tjyiT»jra— auatt¥  pro  rwffuv. 

v  in  »,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  Suerw  pro  — oripy- 
vt»  pro  impM ie — ufj-m  et  hfuvt  et 

fiptrifiL,  millies  inter  6e  cornmutantur. 

w  m  4i. 

Scribendum  avviut  pro  trains, 
p  in  y. 

Scribendum  A opcv  pro  Xoyov. 

<p  in  v. 

Scribendum  a.<putTa.v  pro  a¥tiaa tv. 

X  feb,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  auyxot^riVayrxt  pro  avy- 
Kev£T)f*vrts — Xl£‘  Pr0  ***£ —  incvrtf  pro 
lXerrti  •  oec  vero  mirum  fit,  ejusdem 
organi  liter  as  inter  se  mutari. 

X  in  a,  et  contra. 

Scribeudum  axyorroux^y  pro  axiyr- 


Tov\wv—xa-$£,tt{  pro  A«fJg/«s—  xaKvXois 
pro  ko.*hXW' 

A:  >n  v. 

Scribendum  uxt  pro  mat. 

'P  in  E* 

Scribendum  tm ppi^ait  pro  impetus. 

m  in  a. 

Scribendum  tu  pro  r« —  tb^u  pro 
TtLf^a.  —  A ufi*/fit¥oi  pro  Xapepifyet* 

u  in  n,  et  contra. 
Scribendum  craptiut  pro  arapiSyi  — 
Pgot&v  pro  pen¥H¥ — XoiavfLtvw  pro  Kotov- 

fll¥U¥. 

ti>  in  u,  et  contra. 
Scribendum  Ka^aXtnrtiw  pro 
Aimi? — tyxu(ll¥  Pro  tV7CtttU¥ — *«,Sa- 
xtpiu*  pro  ivtioxipiont. 

u  in  ov,  et  contra. 
Scribendum  Ae yum  pro  Ai  yovtni— 
oputus  pro  ofiotottf  —  Xtikov  pro  inoru. 


CAP.  II. 

Be  Literis  omissis  et  supervacuis. 


In  0,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  K£os[iifra£ti>  pro  or  gas - 
(iicc£n¥ — tviois  pro  tvfioiois. 

in  y7  et  contra. 

Scribendum  Ai yo¥n  pro  Aiarn  — . 
aKyXXaypit¥0¥  pro  <rir*jAA«/xivay  —  ipit- 
TtKTif  pro  yapitvtxttf. 

in  5,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  ornoiSuy  pro  •ru^ioty  — 
tUKU  pro  I Ci&OXtU 

in  iy  et  contra. 

Scribendum  x^tyutr  pro  x^mjy — K^oatv 
pro  Kgo(  ia>—<pvyu¥  pro  ptvyuy. 

in  7),  et  contra. 

Scribendum  tar,s  pro  i*/j  —  iirm>*ut 

pro  tory^rixuf. 

in  6,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  <p6a.au  pro  paau—i% iA- 
6u¥  pro  i%sXU¥—iiap6ogaif  pro  iiapegaip 
—  Suvat  pro  ttvai  —  pogas  pro  p0ej>at  — 

ectaxg&’f  pro  (^ty—  tAwy  pro  tX0aiy. 
in  /,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  au¥it¥ns  pro  av*i*rtf  — 
SijA/a  pro  3»A a>—a/>6fiot  pro  agi6pioi  — 
Pcfiep  pro  potato- 


in  *,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  oroXt pitxat  pro  oroXtpuaf 
<—¥avria¥  pro  ¥o.vtikS.¥' — arm  pro  xxrvf. 
in  A,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  iA|i/y  pro 
ana¥  pro  a-rianay — at)0uay  pro  aXri6iX¥ 
—av¥iam\i  pro  »im«rA*gi. 
in  pi. 

Scribendum  oroXtur  pro  oroXtpivy  — . 
<nra«y.prO  ttxoipitt — torn  putt  pro  ipcory- 

in  y,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  xfttfiyJby  pro  x^vftcJ&n—. 
vavvvT  pro  aurcur^ang  pro  ayy^—avrai 
pro  ¥a urai. 

in 

Scribendum  ^topuyuv  pro  1t\o(U¥U¥. 
in  o,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  op0n<ro¥rai  pro  p6yae¥rai 
—  yi/y  pro  vov¥ —  orXtwf  pro  KoXteos, 
in  or. 

Scribendum  ora^axvuy  pro  ora^aorXuuy 

—atoXixoy  pro  arroXtxo¥. 

in  et  contra. 

Scribendum  Kgongor  pro  ototi^oy  — 
Kansas  pro  *(>on(>w t  —  oragtxtrat  pro 
orxgtf’Xtr&i. 
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in  a,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  T^oawre*  pro  -x^auaro*— 
fit  frit  pro  ftira.  — oadnvctt  pro  afmat  — 
toes  pro  vans —  xZfto*  pro  xeapov.  Jam 

*£6s  et  t^o  inter  se  crebro  mutantur. 
in  t,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  -rXiavras  pro  -rXtnxs  — 
avrigu  pro  ttvaiga—srgatroixovs  pro  r%os  - 

04KT6US. 

in  v,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  auftfrovXa*  pro  avpfioXov 


—at%u  pro  «£e<— -t$ms  pro  tvpms  — 
•xivrttrtLi  pro  TtTuvrxt. 

in  <p. 

Scribendum  oirttgiu?  pro  Qatvetgi a*. 

in  x>  et  contra. 

Scribendum  xuiai  pro  vgag  tn* 
pro  HX1"  —  /3a*/{  pro  fiaxxiS- 

in  u,  et  contra. 

Scribendum  aiu^ovpiw  pro  at^evptvn 
—  Shgivai  pro  Shv(>i*ai. 


CAP.  III. 

De  Syllabis  et  Verbis  addendis  et  tollendis ;  et  de  Glossis. 


In  initio. 

Scribendum  imve/a*  pro  mto/av^d’nx i 
pro  iixt  —  argtipigi/f  pro  Qi(>us  —  naruXcu 
pro  fuXy— xaao*  pro  xa.vKa.aav —  Jjjti 
pro  ftxSnrt. 

In  medio. 

Scribendum  rrihwcwfuno  pro  tm- 
lupiveu — %vvoixi\aw  pro  owtatauv —  axt- 
ariXeu  pro  axvXov—v(ttnt>ov  pro  im^ev 
—  nftirifas  pro  Vftigas  —  X^Z* lyvfinv 
pro  x<utf,*t,t)l’—m Pro  aXXvXeis  — 

ygxftficjv  pro  y^ofiftaraiv  —  harrovaiv  pro 
'hia.rarrovatv —  iXtwftiv  pro 
_  Savov  pro  Zavarov — opaias  pro  ipovaix; 
— .a^/£  pro  o-^oftai. 

In  fine. 

Scribendum  i-ravra  pro  utx* —  xa . 
fvaiwro  pro  xoSwaiiii  —  rtXivnvvris  pro 
nXlvruv  —  rare  pro  rt  —  pivof  pro  pi*— 
iX6*  pro  txovTi — pa.gr  V(>t  pro  pagru^n* 
—<xort  pro  arariga. 


Jam  sicut  syllabx,  sic  etiam  voces 
unius  eyllabas  non  raro  vel  desideran. 
tur,  vel  vacant.  Ac  primum,  xai  et 
oox  desunt  seepissime :  turn  S/«,  raga, 
T£os,  in,  Ttgt,  et  alia.  Contra,  xai 
saepe  superest,  et  eu.  Quemadmodum 
porro  voces  monosyllabae,  6ic  etiam 
polysyllabee  nonnunquam  eodem  pacto 
vel  desunt  vel  supersunt. 

De  glossis. 

Atque  hie  merito  deploranda  venit 
eu  peri  oris  temporia  librariorum  insci- 
tia,  qui  quscunque  supra  Hneas  in 
bonis  autoribus  loco  glossarum  vel 
glossemalum  (sic  enim  vocentur  notes 
quae  glossas ,  sive  difficilia  vocabula  bre- 
viter  explicant)  annotata  reperiebant, 
ea  vel  emendationes  esse  contextus, 
vel  membra  censentes,  temere  et  in- 
scite,  nunc  expulsa  vera  scrip tura, 
nunc  apud  veram,  context ui  infuU 
serunt. 


CAP.  IV. 

De  Conjunctione  vocum ,  et  Disjunctione. 


Nunc  alium  corrigendi  modum  tra- 
demus :  is  in  conjunctione  vocum  vel 
literarum  perperam  disjunctarum,  et 
vicissim  in  perperam  conjunctarum 
disjunctione,  cemitur,  Inde  autem 
originem  hoc  mendorum  genus  habet, 
quod  olim  Graci  libri  eine  ulla  vocum 
inter  se  distantia,  quas  nunc  est  in 
usu,  scribebantur :  quo  factum  post 
est,  ut,  qui  satis  periti  non  erant,  alia 
vocabula  non  recte  conjungerent,  alia 


male  disjungerent.  Cujus  rei,  cum 
permulta  euppetant  exerapla,  breves 
taraen  hie,  ut  in  reliquis,  erimus. 

Scribendum  apa  pro  &  pi* — a*nya* 
pro  it*  nye*—aTxvrts  pro  i  aravris—. 
aTvufti*  pro  aarnu  ptv  —  inXiov  pro 
WiXtou—  i|av  pro  eb*—i$ia  pro  u  $<« 
—  xaXt i/tfir, rvs  pro  -roX n  v ns  —  xati'Sev- 
piSa.  pro  xai  aHevpi6a  —  rxurnvi  pro 
ra  ur  ti*  n  —  o  A  A’  el  pro  «AAai  — aAA«  rt 
pro  «AA*  an— a  xav  pro  axov—  aTuXiat 
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mum*  J>ro  aoruXiftr  aum*  —  S'  o*r a  pro  aXiSt^arti  pro  ou  KaXXtfi^arn  —  eu  Sijjv- 

Sayrjf Ut  rtra^re*  5t  pro  US  r t  yaf  t%6n  pro  soSe  n*'-x^ —  worst  av  pro  ora* 

re*h —t*  ttrrt  pro  iviari —  tort/iv  ftov  pro  ro<ro*  — rives  fi-ugias  pro  riftugtas  —  rt 

ton  ttjftev _ ter  tunoi  pro  ter  at  fioi —  ftavrtut  pro  rtfea*  rtuf. 

riiv  $<*» it  itiuicaei  pro  nhanzaei — out 

CAP.  V. 

De  Metathesi  literarum ,  et  verborum. 

Aliud  mendorum  genua  suppeditat  n*a — Xa/hovrts  pro  (haXovms — contra, 
Metathesis ,  sive  transpositio  turn  lite-  ptrifhaXo*  pro  fi.trtXa(ho* —  Xifi.*uibts  pro 
rarurn,  turn  verborum  vel  singulomra,  Xiftuvtis  ■ — titular  pro  wf>u*a* —  or ^o6u^u* 
vel  plurium.  pro  ore^v^u*—  srvXas  pro  Xuxas* 

Literarum .  Verborum. 

Scribendum  txncarx&atfa*  pro  ton-  Legendum  xat  fyepoi  pro  *«< — 

naraOafia*.—  tortmiuoram  pro  vnn teat  oi  pro  oi  xat — ru*  fn*  pro  fit*  ru*  — 
'huornra. —  i6tXe*ru*  pro  tXiovro* — tort-  rns  2;<r  pro  2ta  ms  —  rtu  oravn  fi.tx%‘  Pro 
mcriv  pro  tor  ate t*  —  n*at  pro  tivai —  xtveu*  H-^XV  w*n—  ^u*n  i^fiou  pro  i^fiou 
pro  *tao»* — tKi*nei  pro  i *tx*>crt — xiu~  $&** —  H®  verborum  metatheses  in 
ffoxi^u  pro  zgoeoxgtu —  raxr/xa  pro  xm-  Poetis  occurrunt  sspissime. 

CAP.  VI. 

De  Accentibus. 

Observandi  quoque  sunt  accentus,  absque  apicibus  ullia  pingere  solebant : 
qui  non  raro  perperam  collocantur,  id  quod  cum  e  vetustia  codicibus,  turn 
cujua  quidem  erroria  eadem  est,  qu®  e  scholiastia  colligi  potest ;  a  quibus 
conjunctionis  ac  disjunctionis  origo,  aliquando,  sitne  n  (verbi  gratia)  ■  an 
siquidem  veteres  nudas  etiam  literaa  v  legendum,  dubitari  videas,  &c- 

CAP.  VII. 

De  Homceoteleutis,  et  Homceoarctis. 

Admodum difficile  reatituendi  genus  $go*ri£u*  pro  ty%o*rtbv*^—ura  pro  uort 

est  in  iia  vocibus,  quarum  vel  initia  —fLoXn  pro  feeXri*—rv*tie(haXoiri  pro 

vel  postrema  corrupta  cemuntur,  vel  ev*tie(haXoit*  —  rouru*  pro  rourout  — 

una  vel  pluribus  in  syllabis.  avrov  pro  auros— aurous  pro  aurois  — • 

Scribendum  aXXfjXtw;  pro  aureus—  aura  pro  aur*i»,  et  similia  plura,  vel 

stoXjs  pro  *oXXeug — fur^iais  pro (Ltyterus  potius  infinita.  Ut  eniro  errandi,  ita 

—  xar^os  pro  ratios — ayu  pro  Xtyu —  nec  erratorum  est  modus  ullus.  De- 

tvxn  pro  — vvxrofiJzX'ta.  pro  fifi-t^o-  nique,  postrem®  vocum  liter®  creber- 

fiaXta.  Contra,  yiyvuezofu*  pro  yty  rime  corrumpuntur,  ac  pr®cipue  cum 

*uezo*rts  —  ita<piu^at  pro  iiatySuro —  compendiose  scribuntur :  qua  de  re 

a^xoH-l*et  Pro  a-^xu(/Lt^’t — atexu*ofii*ot  6equitur,  ut  dicamus. 

pro  aurxinufit0a—6nrrt  pro  vtrriQ — 

CAP.  VIII. 

De  Abbreviationibus. 

Singularem  in  Gr®ca  Scriptura  ele-  viationes  *  vocant,  qu®que  paucis  et 

gantiam  habent  com  pend  ios®  breves-  facilibus  ductibus  magnum  literarum 

que  Bcribendi  rationes,  quaa  ‘  Abbre-  numerum  complectuntur ;  sed  beic 
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qaoque  cavendom  diligent ur  eat,  ne 
alterum  pro  altero  propter  similitndi. 
nem  substitutum,  incautos  fallat.  Sic 
enim  7,  ry  et  sirailia,  non  difficul- 
ter  inter  se  commutantur.  Quin  etiam 
lineas  supra  vocabula  ductas  usurpant 
nonnunquam,  ut  cos,  Gra»ci,  velut 
cum  TSf,  <rr^y  additis  liueis,  pro  wrn^, 


9*™^  scribunt:  nisi  quod  in  talibus 
lines  aliquando  per  incuriam  omit- 
tuntur  ;  sic  in  Panath.  oa>u  et 
legitur,  cum  a-uu  et  cum  Iineis 

fuerit  scribendtim ;  nam  in  Aldino 
quidem  codice,  etux^nTii  et  Targwov  per- 
fecte  legebantur.” 


2.  If,  without  “  examining  a  MS .  of  a  classical  Greek 
lt  writer ”  (see  p.  52),  Michaelis  had  only  looked  at  the 
4  Varies  lectiones ,’  printed  at  the  end  of  many  editions  of 
uninspired  Greek  writers,  he  would  have  easily  discovered, 
that  the  various  readings  in  the  sacred  Greek  texts  are  pre¬ 
cisely  of  the  same  nature  as  the  former,  and  proceeded  from 
the  same  ordinary  causes ;  as  the  few  following  examples, 
extracted  at  random,  will  fully  demonstrate. 


Josephus.  Havercamp.  tom.  ii. 

xaryKUVitt  .  p.  42G,  461  Xofiu — (ioXtu9  .  ...  ,  p.449 

*\*\9ct*rii—<rXr.6ouso*ris  .  .  .  427  tji  iroX.li—  ry  srvXv . 452 

KUTo-TTot— *«r*  rorrof  ....  428  rutxav  —  uoa*  .......  453 

19  —  iv  vi/3p»M  ....  429  ive^Xaiv — iv  o%\y . 458 

ttiioi  vroiye’KfLVioi  —  traiioiroirioapme  ib.  rois  vtpoi; —  rots  vpttut  ....  4G8 

•xXiav  iifLoii  —  -r&Xir  9tpv9  ...  ib.  if  toy  pa —  ivraXpa  .  .  .  .  471 

6£0i{  —  ogiois .  440  puoov — t&u£»9 . 473 

wpaert  —  upoXoynot  .....  448  09opatna  p  —  yopoSiemv  ....  481 

ovklv  Vp09  —  0ubi  y»ptn  ....  *6. 


Demosthenes.  Iieiske.  ( Oratores  Gr.  t.  x.) 


rifup — ifur,  et  contra,  sspissime. 

iv  oXiyy  —  iv/  Xoyu  . 

• 

• 

•  P 

.  98 

oTovia^ounv — pgapngauny  . 

p.  90 

1  ff'Ttf - 1190.1 

♦ 

• 

•  • 

99 

i'Xirittira.s  —  tTiBtyras  •  » 

.  • 

ift. 

Tttyriyaot  —  Tttyvxaai 

■ 

• 

•  ■ 

101 

—  hvsy  .... 

.  • 

91 

yur090f - VTT090S  • 

• 

• 

■  • 

ib. 

ogBaif  —  opus  ..... 

.  . 

93 

Xfj^euf  —  kX  tipvs  . 

• 

• 

•  * 

103 

pay — poXts  .... 

•  • 

ib. 

fioi^ia  —  (iotifyopia 

•  a 

104 

KaTorgiypapiro/  —  opiru  . 

.  . 

95 

Xtpparuf  — xgrjpx'raiv 

• 

• 

•  a 

107 

iyyvBif—  1  nut  11  .... 

.  . 

16. 

afQvrof — 9i£i  avTUf 

♦ 

•  • 

120 

1 xSvpOTl^iUt - gCL0UpO-rlgOV(  . 

•  • 

i6. 

T09T0  —  rav'Ta.  . 

• 

• 

m  ♦ 

121 

Ib. 

CEgchines.  tom.  iii. 

ru£ovtri — av^outri  ... 

•  F 

>.  780 

Xegfiyai  —  X0£0i  .  . 

. 

. 

.  p. 

701 

fipjy  —  vpjy  passim  ... 

•  » 

ib. 

T^Of - Uf  .... 

• 

» 

•  • 

782 

XoXirux  — -  ToXu  .  . 

ib. 

U(TI£ - W"*g/  ... 

. 

• 

•  • 

ib. 

tnffrtitratp —  1  xunrccw 

. 

ib. 

zXrtrus  —  opens  .  . 

♦ 

• 

•  • 

707 

flrga  .... 

•  . 

781 

r»pof>%ou  —  poyo^xov 

• 

• 

•  • 

709 

GO 
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P« 

GGO 

rouruv  —  Txirv*  . 

• 

P- 

G71 

Tkriyvs  —  -TTainyus  . 

• 

ib. 

fiptuf  —  i/ftuv  .  .  . 

■ 

• 

G75 

yvoiftaui — f ttn/uzj;  . 

• 

G62 

xai  fio t  —  xa.net  . 

• 

. 

GH2 

—  ctia%(>ov  . 

. 

GG3 

eatx$ai  —  ountrfo  , 

• 

■ 

G87 

xWu* —  xxgcuv  .  .  . 

• 

GG5 

XoXirov  —  oxXirctit  . 

• 

• 

G93 

Xenopb.  Leunclav. 

iiTj  Sugai(  —  tvi  Shigxic 

p.  8 

\a%oi — rv%oi 

. 

• 

• 

P 

•  37 

fiadovra.  —  S<3«£af  •  • 

13 

xv  xxrx%vt>irx$ — xvnxx 

Xugirxs 

46 

vXixte^raif  —  n  •  • 

14 

ilfiiv—  tip-tv  .  .  * 

50 

,  GO 

Xwrx —  pnx^x  .  . 

1G 

uyfMoi  —  u^fintrx¥  . 

59 

&vga>¥  —  / laXXv*  . 

17 

xSvfiut — j>a6vfxus 

GG 

otouivoi —  teufttvof 

18 

of>tz — u>/ja  ... 

138 

'ravrohaTa.  —  toXXa. 

20 

eif  —  eiotf  .... 

171 

iivovf —  160US  .... 

27 

0!  (Tat  OVK - 090¥  OUX 

28G 

—  ^^aifitvx  .  . 

30 

tXl,v  —  *yn* 

290 

xru6icr6xt  —  t-rtafixi  • 

31 

ixxvof  —  St tvxros  •  • 

291 

(iavXv  —  fiiWut  •  .  • 

ib. 

ov  ftiuv  —  T\tov  .  . 

293 

(Pgrirgct  —  p7i<r(>a  .  .  . 

34 

tStXwpi » — (lovXt ifj.il x 

303 

ToXutvtcre  v — vrXowrov  • 

37 

otxttxaj — aixncrxi  .  . 

383 

Similar  diversities  abound,  also,  in  the  Lexica  of  Hesychias 
and  Suidas,  and  in  the  Onomasticon  of  J.  Pollux. 


3.  Let  us  now  compare  the  preceding  variations,  drawn 
from  the  text  of  a  heathen  writer,  with  some  of  those  col¬ 
lected,  two  hundred  years  after,  from  the  experience  of  the 
collators  of  MSS.  of  the  New  Covenant ,  or  Testament. 

Chapter  I.  In  this  chapter,  Canter  not  only  remarks  all 
those  exchanges  of  vowels  which,  after  his  time,  obtained  the 
denomination  of  itacism ,  but  numerous  other  exchanges,  both 
of  vowels  and  consonants,  not  noticed  by  Michaelis.  This 
last  learned  author  considers  many  of  those  exchanges  “  so 
“  manifestly  orthographical  errors,  as  not  to  deserve  a  place 
“  among  various  readings but,  as  variations  in  manuscript 
proceeded  from  causes  different  from  errata  in  printing,  and 
are  not  always  so  readily  to  be  accounted  for,  those  exchanges 
deserve  and  demand  the  close  attention  of  every  accurate 
critic. 

“  The  most  striking  orthographical  errors,”  says  Michaelis, 
“  are  those  which  are  called  Itacisms ,  and  arise  from  con- 
li  founding  ei,  7j,  i,  uit  e,  &c.  with  one  another ;  errors  which 
lt  are  -peculiar  to  certain  MSS .”  It  has  therefore  been  ques¬ 
tioned,  whether  those  exchanges  are  not  rather  dialectic 
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differences,  than  orthographical  errors.  Sturzius,  in  his 
treatise  “  De  Dialect .  Maced,  et  Alexand asserts,  “  that, 
“  after  making  every  allowance  for  the  errors  of  copyists, 
“  there  still  remains  evidence  of  a  system  of  permutation, 
“  both  of  vowels  and  consonants,  which  mark  a  dialectic 
“  variety  of  orthography  in  the  Alexandrian  Greeks  ;**  and 
he  instances,  xadegi^cii  for  xctfagigu,  and  a/rego$  for  Ire^os,  in  the 
Alexandrian  MS.,  as  not  being  orthographical  errors,  but 
dialectical  diversities ;  which  occur,  also,  in  the  writing  of 
the  Alexandrian  translators  of  the  Hebrew  Scriptures.1  — 
Steph.  Tiles.  Valpy,  tom.  i.  p.  clxxix. 

Some  of  those  variations,  whether  they  arise  from  error 
or  from  dialect,  materially  affect  the  interpretation  of  the 
text.  Thus,  c.  g.  we  are  to  read  crX^oxrgre  for  gwtare,  in 
Matt,  xxiii.  32;  Guvrge-^aact  for  trvvrgr^aaa,  in  Mark,  xiv.  3; 
vf^/0fjj£V0$  for  vi-^ctfLivoSi  in  John,  ix.  3;  and  avacrXTjgwtrere  for 
uvaT\7)g(t>aart:,  in  Gal.  vi.  2 :  which  readings  change  the  sense 
and  the  history.  So,  also,  we  are  to  read  xa roixtcai  for 
xarwxiidtti,  in  Col.  i.  19,  as  in  Aristides,  Josephus,  and 
Xenophon,  above  cited  (pp.  54,  59,  60).  This  exchange, 
of  i  and  >),  constitutes  the  proper  itacism ;  though  Michael  is 
extends  that  term  to  embrace  all  exchanges  of  vowels  and 
diphthongs.  But  he  shews,  how  liable  guides  are  to  fail 
in  the  rule  of  caution  which  they  prescribe  to  others.  In 
Acts,  vii.  4,  almost  all  MSS.  read  /Ltruxicrev  ctvrov,  u  he  re- 
“  moved  him .**  Three  MSS.  read,  fLeruxrjsev  avrov ,  a  mani¬ 
fest  example  of  the  itacism.  Nevertheless,  both  Michaelis 
and  his  learned  translator  forget  their  own  caution,  and  be¬ 
come  perplexed  by  this  simple  variation.  M  It  is  a  reading,” 
says  the  former,  “  which  gives  no  sense,  if  it  be  followed  by 

1  Spurzius’s  speculation,  so  far  as  regards  the  Alex.  MS.  of  the  N.  T.,  rests 
on  very  fallacious  ground ;  for,  of  forty-eight  times  that  xctfa^ot,  xafag^v, 
occur  in  the  text,  they  are  written  forty-two  times  with  a,  and  only 
six  times  with  t ;  which  savours  more  of  heedlessness  than  of  dialect.  In  fact, 
there  seems  to  have  been  a  very  general  carelessness  respecting  vowels  in  the 
manuscript  copyists.  Birch  observes,  of  the  Royal  Copenhagen  MS.  ( Havn .  1), 
written  as  late  as  the  thirteenth  century,  **  litercB  t,  v,  et  u,  *i  et  t,  «  et  u,  scepius 
“  in  codice permutantuT.',—(Prc]eg.  p.  xc.)  Woide,  in  his  preface  to  the  Cod. 
Alex.  p.  vi.,  observes  the  same  of  that  more  ancient  MS. ;  and  adds,  <c  Ilabent 
“  t>£/us/issim»  Codices  Grteciy  Vaticanus,  Cottoniensis,  Cantahrigiensis  ( Bexte ), 
“  Laudanus,  et  a/»i,  luxe  vilia which  testimonies  shew,  how  little  of  solid 
ground  can  be  taken,  in  verbal  criticism,  on  the  mere  presence  of  a  particular 
vowel  or  diphthong  in  a  MS.,  if  not  otherwise,  and  strongly  supported. 
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“  aurov."  “  An  erroneous  reading/7  observes  the  latter, 
“  leads  frequently  to  the  discovery  of  the  genuine  text;  and 
“  fie rwxtieev  aurov  is  not  unworthy  of  notice,  as  appears  from 
“  its  being  actually  the  reading  of  the  Codd.  Cantabriyiensis 
“  and  Laudanus  2.”  But,  the  only  notice  it  merited,  was  to 
perceive,  that  it  is,  in  fact,  the  genuine  text,  only  written 
with  an  itacism. 

4.  Chapter  II.  With  respect  to  deficiency  and  superfluity 
of  letters ;  we  find  the  confusion  of  ov  and  o,  <ru(if3ov\ov  and 
<rufi(3o\ ok,  noted  by  Canter,  in  that  of  eragafio\eu<fafievos  for 
croc^a/SouX.  in  Philipp,  ii.  30 :  “  pro  o}  ov  solent  frequenter 
“  ponere  GrtEcifl  says  Priscian.1  It  is  needless  to  multiply 
examples  here,  which  will  occur,  wherever  it  is  necessary,  in 
the  Annotations. 


5.  Chapter  III.  Of final  syllables  and  words  negligently 
added,  repeated,  or  omitted  by  a  transcriber,  we  have  many 
examples ;  even  so  ancient  as  the  Vat.  MS.,  in  which  Hug 
shews,  among  others,  in  John,  xvii.  15,  the  final  repetition, 
ex  rov  <7rov-r)govvr}gov.  So  also, 


1  Luke  vii.  21.  Seeannot.: 
lya^usaro  ro  pXi-jeiv  J 


and  it  is  observable,  that  though  the  Vat.  MS.,  and  both 


Scholz’s  “  Const,  and  Alex. 

families,”  unite  in 

omitting  the 

article  ro  in 

this  place,  yet  Scholz  has  retained  it  in  his 

text.2  Again 

kcu  <ruXat 

km  m  TvXai 

|  Matt.  xvi.  IB. 

iutn  .  .  | 

iiari  on  .  .  ) 

2  Cor.  xi.  11. 

syu  St 
tyu  St 

|  Luke,  xv.  17. 

us  atatvret  .  ) 
us  tnvrer  .  ) 

Gal.  v.  14. 

ftaOurcjv 
fiaSnru*  rut  . 

|  John,  iii.  25. 

lyttiSrtfiit  nmu  ) 
iyitt6i\ft.it  ttitrioi  J 

1  Thess.  ii.  7* 

Xeyet 

Xoyot  it 

|  Acts,  x.  36. 

fiiKgot  oat  1 

fiiK^tt  la o*  iaot  ) 

Heb.  x.  37. 

nXtvdiguen  . 

nXivtitguat  tri  . 

|  Rom.  viii.  2. 

ov^tLtu  avu  .  1 
OVgccru  .  J 

Rev.  v.  3. 

$10V  .  .  . 

Stan  ov  .  . 

|  l  Cor.  vi.  10. 

tratra  iffvti  .  ) 
arntra.  ra  t&ty  J 

Rev.  xiv.  fl. 

1  Putscliii  Gramm.  Latt.  p.  555. 

3  N.  T.  Schol/.,  vol.  i.  p.  240,  marg.  inter,  et  infer. 
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But,  of  the  effect  of  an  inadvertent  repetition  of  a  final 
syllable ,  we  have  a  most  remarkable  example,  in  Matt,  xxvii. 
17;  where,  an  early  copyist  having  negligently  written  awoXu<rw 
ifimv  Baga/S^ay,  for  ifj.iv  Ba^aj5/3av,  the  tv  thus  repeated,  became 
presently  magnified,  in  an  uncritical  and  credulous  age,  into 
IN,  i.  e.  1  wow ;  and  an  idle  controversy  followed,  whether 
Barabbas  had  not  the  prenomen  *  Jesus:'  which  controversy 
had  its  origin,  and  has  its  whole  support,  in  this  single  tran- 
scriptural  error.  Here,  again,  we  find  the  learned  German, 
and  his  learned  translator,  losing  the  guidance  of  their  own 
rule  ;  and  suffering  themselves  to  be  led  astray  by  a  manifest 
sphalma.  (See  the  annotation  to  the  passage.)  To  these  we 
may  add  Gal.  iv.  25,  where  the  received  text,  following  the 
junior  copies,  reads  ya%  ‘Ayag,  but  where  the  most  ancient 
read,  &  a yag;  which  change  plainly  arose  from  a  heedless 
alliteration  in  the  mind  of  the  junior  copyist. 

Another  source  of  error  is  found  in  the  very  early  practice 
of  writing  short  glosses ,  or  notes,  on  the  margins  of  the 
copies;  for,  as  all  passages  inadvertently  omitted  by  copyists 
in  the  course  of  their  transcriptions,  were  also  written  on  the 
margin,  those  marginal  sentences  often  misled  later  copyists, 
who  incorporated  both  glosses,  and  omitted  passages,  indis¬ 
criminately  into  the  text.  In  which  practice  it  not  unfre- 
quently  happened,  that  an  omitted  passage  in  the  margin, 
was  introduced  by  a  succeeding  copyist  into  a  wrong  place, 
reversing  the  proper  order  of  the  context,  or  distracting  its 
matter ;  as  in  Matt,  xxiii.  13, 14 ;  2  Cor.  i.  6. 

Of  the  obtrusive  insertion  of  a  gloss  from  the  margin  into 
the  text,  we  have  a  notable  example  in  John,  v.  4  (see  annot.) 
Of  this  passage  Bishop  Marsh  observes:  lt  As  this  verse  is 
“  totally  omitted  in  the  Cod.  Bezce  and  the  Cod.  Vattcanus, 
“  which  are  the  two  most  ancient  MSS.  now  extant;  is  like- 
“  wise  omitted  in  the  text  of  the  Cod.  Bphrem.,  which  is 
41  somewhat  inferior  in  age  to  the  Cod.  Bezce,  but  written  in 
“  the  margin  ( by  a  different  hand)  as  a  scholion;  is  written, 
“  in  more  modern  MSS.,  in  the  text  itself,  but  marked  with 
“  an  asterisk ,  or  an  obelus ,  a9  suspicious  {or  spurious );  and 
“  in  MSS.  still  more  modern,  is  written  without  any  mark  ; 
“  we  see  the  various  gradations  by  which  it  has  acquired  its 
44  place  in  our  present  text;  and  have  proof  positive,  that 
“  this  verse  was  originally  nothing  more  than  a  marginal 
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u  scholion  ( gloss  or  note),  and  of  course  spurious.  Other 
“  passages  likewise,  in  the  Greek  Testament,  owe  their  present 
“  existence  in  the  printed  editions  to  the  same  cause.”1 

We  have  another  remarkable  example,  of  this  transfer 
from  the  margin  into  the  text,  in  the  Cod.  3  of  Wetstein, 
or  Corsendoncensis  of  Erasmus,  a  MS.  of  the  twelfth  century. 
The  writer  of  this  elegant  copy  transferred  from  the  margin 
of  bis  antigraph  into  the  middle  of  his  text,  observations 
on  the  text  which  had  been  noted  on  that  margin.  Thus, 
in  2  Cor.  viii.  4,  5,  where  the  received  text  adds  degarta/ 
to  ug  roug  cryiovg ;  which  two  former  words  are  not 
found  in  the  oldest  and  best  MSS.,  but  which  a  margiual 
note  stated  to  be  found  in  some  copies;  the  transcriber  in¬ 
troduced  the  note  itself,  together  with  those  two  words,  into 
the  text.  This  fact  is  stated  by  Erasmus,  whom  Wetstein 
briefly  quotes  (tom.  i.  p.  45).  Michaelis  quotes  the  fact  from 
Wetstein  ;  but  Bishop  Marsh  thought  it  so  extraordinary, 
that  he  pronounced  it  to  be  “  improbable ,  and  by  no  means 
“  warranted  by  Wetstein  s  quotation — ( ubi  sup.  p.  729,  note.) 
Now,  if  that  learned  annotator  had  taken  the  trouble  to  refer 
to  the  whole  of  the  passage  of  Erasmus  cited  by  Wetstein,  he 
would  have  found,  that  this  is  not  a  question  of  4 probability ,’ 
but  of  ‘fact;  and  that  Michaelis  correctly  apprehended 
Wetstein’s  quotation.  The  whole  words  of  Erasmus  (on 
this  passage)  are  these :  “  Hoc  loco  ridiculum  quiddam 
“  incidit  in  exemplari  Corsendoncensi ,  codice  alioqui  perquam 
“  eleganti,  sed  pulchro  verius  quam  emendato.  Lector,  ut 
“  facile  licet  conjicere,  cum  reperisset  a  studioso  quopiam 
“  annotatum  quiddam  in  spatio  marginali,  credens  a  scriba 
“  pratermissum,  transtulit  in  medium  versum ,  ad  kune  mo- 
“  dum,  &e%aff6cti  r,/j,ag,  ev  troWoig  ruv  avriyt>a<puv  ovrug  rj^T/TCLi,  xai 
u  o’j  xa.Qct)g  TjX'riffa/j.iv :  siquidem  is  indicans  r\(La.g  [Se^acda/]  in 
“  plerisque  non  addi,  in  aliis  rursus  addi,  asscripserat  liaec, 
“  ‘  in  plerisque  examjdaribus  sic  invenitur /  Ea  verba  scriptor 
“  indoc tus  medio  Pauli  sermoni  admiscuit Erasmus  then 
gives  examples  of  a  similar  insertion  in  the  middle  of  the  text 
of  Paulinus’s  Epistle  to  Augustin  ;  and  he  concludes  thus : 
“  Atque  hsec  cum  ab  eruditis  multa  deprehendantur  in  libris, 
“  qui  cum  auctoritate  leguntur,  quid  futurum  arbitramur,  si 


1  Michaelis,  Introd.  &c.  vol.  ii.  p.  732,  note. 
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“  quicquid  quocunque  inodo  libris  illitum  fuerit,  citra  judi- 
u  cium,  citraque  censuram  velimus  recipere  ?  Et  hac  occa- 
“  sione  com  pe  rim  us  innuineros  locos  esse  depravatos." 

We  have  again,  at  John,  xxi.  25,  another  instance  of  an 
insertion  of  this  kind  ;  together  with  a  very  curious  notice, 
in  an  early  scholion  preserved  in  several  MSS.  of  the  tenth, 
eleventh,  and  twelfth  centuries,  how  such  insertions  acquired 
their  places  in  the  text.  “  Others,"  says  the  scholiast,  “  say, 
“  this  last  verse  is  an  addition  ;  that  some  one  of  the  philo- 
“  ponists  (r/vog  tw  (piXoKowv)1  having  placed  it  out  of  the  text 
“  (e$o»02v,  i.  e.  in  the  margin)  in  order  to  assert,  that  the 
“  miracles  wrought  by  our  Lord  were  more  in  number  than 
“  those  which  are  recorded;  some  other,  through  ignorance 
“  of  the  intention  of  the  former,  brought  it  within  the  text 
“  (edu&iv) :  and  having  been  thus  made  a  part  of  the  scripture 
“  of  the  Gospel,  time  and  custom  brought  it  to  be  introduced 
“  into  all  the  Gospels;  and  thus  it  obtained  a  firm  opinion 
“  in  all  believers,  that  it  truly  formed  a  part,  and  the  con- 
“  elusion,  of  the  things  written  by  the  Evangelist.”2  Of  the 
same  quality  are  v.  43,  44,  in  Luke,  xxii. ;  and  so,  also,  is  to 
be  accounted  Matt.  i.  17,  in  the  received  text.  (See  annota¬ 
tions.)  We  must  be  careful,  however,  to  distinguish  between 
intrusive  glosses ,  and  the  *  italic  insertions noticed  above  in 
Part  I.  p.  34;  the  former  of  which  are  very  few,  but  the 
latter  are  numerous  and  continual. 

6.  Chapter  IV.  As  the  Vatican,  JEphrem ,  Cambridge 
or  Beza ,  and  Alexandrian  MSS.,  like  all  other  most  ancient 
Greek  writings  prior  to  about  the  tenth  century,  were  writ¬ 
ten  in  uncial  or  capital  letters,  without  separation  into  words  ; 
examples  of  that  mode  of  writing  will  best  shew,  how  liable 
the  copier  might  have  been  to  unite,  or  divide,  some  letters 
and  words  erroneously : 


1  The  word  — philopontsl,  literally  ‘  labour-loving S  is  a  mild  deno¬ 

mination  for  those  busy  and  officious  meddlers,  who,  during  the  middle  ages, 
tampered  with  the  texts,  and  were  the  authors  of  a  great  portion  of  the  diver¬ 
sities  which  exist  in  the  later  copies. 

e  See  AVet  stein’s  N.  T.  tom.  i.  p.  9C4,  “  Schol.  Cod.  3 (i  ( Coisl .  20)  s” 
a  MS.  of  the  eleventh  century.  The  same  scholion  is  given  by  Birch,  from  the 
Codd.  Vat.  350,  7-»0-7-8,  1229;  Cod.  Zelada.  Laur.  vi.  10,  34;  Vcn.  27; 
Vind.  Kol.  4. 
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XTTOI<|’ieeiCA-eCIMCDNTTeT]JOCeiTTeNXV'T'CD 

cyeiox[5coviocTOY©Yza^NTOC 

xTTOKpeeio^-eoiHceiTTeN 

MXKX|JIOCeiCIMOJNBX|>ICDNX 

OTICX|’ll<XIXIMXOVI<XTTei<XXV^eNCOI 

XXXOTTXTH[5MOYOeNTOICOVr^NOIC 

i<xrcoA.ecoixercL>OTicYeirTeT|>oc 

Matt.  xvi.  17)  18j  Cod.  Bests . 


TTefi^eTHCHMefxcei<eiNHc 
l<XITHCCDJ>\COYA.eiCOI  A.GN 
OY-^eoixrrexoieNTCDOYr^NCD 
OYA.eOYlOCeiMHOTTXTHp 

Mark,  xiii.  32,  Cod.  Bests. 


TTepiXeTHCHMG 

fxceKeiNHCHCDp^coY^eicoixe 

OY-^GOixrrexoioieNOYNCOOY-^e 


OYCeiMHOTTHf 


Mark,  xlii.  32,  Cod.  Alex. 


What  Jerom  observed  of  the  transcripts  of  proper  names, 
holds  good  of  all  transcription  from  such  writing,  where  the 
copyist  was  unskilful  or  negligent:  “  In  Grsecis  et  Latinis 
“  Codd.  his,  *  Nominum  Liber *  vitiosus  est.  Hoc  scriptorum 
“  culpas  adscrihendum,  dum  de  emendatis  inemendata  scrip* 
“  titant;  et  saepe  tria  nomina,  subtracts  e  medio  syllabis,  in 
“  unum  vocabulum  cogun t,  vcl  ex  regione,  ununi  nomen, 
4t  propter  latitudinem  suam,  in  duo  vel  tria  vocabula  di- 
“  vidant.” 1 


1  Ep.  ad  Domionem,  &.C.,  in  lib.  Paralip. 
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Hence,  we  find  the  variances, 


it’  a.£%n(,  in  the  received  test, 

in  the  Vat.  and  other  MSS. 


2  Thess.  ii. 


13. 


a.  Ta^thuKtv 
i-rig  iSuxiv 


Acts,  vi.  14. 


K<Zi  TO. 

Kara. 


Ib.  xvii.  25. 


OUK  (VlfsXiTOV 
oublv  (fiXCTOV 

avK  svi  .  . 

OV  Klvrf  . 


Ib.  xxii.  11. 

I  Cor.  x*.  10. 


ffuyKaxoTci0*iro* 

9v  ac/v  K.a.xa'xa.inrov 

avraZ,  i%sbi%tro 
ceori^dl^iro  .  . 

ov  a. y  ri'ni  .  . 

oi  avei^cj  .  . 

xaiort^  tffnv  . 

xai  or  a.  oi  frai 


|  2  Tim.  ii.  3. 

1  Pet.  iii.  20 
|  Rev.  ii.  25. 
Ib.  xvii.  0. 


And  in  1  Tim.  vi.  5,  3/  a  craourgiftai,  1  from  which  (arise),  &c.,’ 
is  written  in  most  MSS.,  dta crapar^lSui,  in  one  word;  and, 
in  other  MSS.,  has  been  changed  to  cra^a.6nxr^i(3ai.  So  in 
Josephus,  supra ,  p.  58. 


i*o%Xaiv  j 
c»  ox>-V  ) 


and  in  Demosth.  j  tk  <’*,*‘*’ 

(  ivt  X vyt>j 


7.  Chapter  V.  Of  metathesis,  or  transposition  of  letters 
and  words.  We  have  an  example  of  the  former  in  Heb.  xii. 
15,  where  the  received  text  uniformly  reads,  with  the  verb, 
tvcyf.vi,  “  trouble  you yet  the  passage  in  the  Greek  of  Deut. 
xxix.  18,  to  which  the  former  clearly  refers,  reads,  with  the 
noun,  iv  yo'Ki j,  “  with  gall.1*  So  in  Luke,  ix.  31,  where  both 
the  old  MSS.  and  the  received  text  read  6%o8ovt  several  MSS. 
read  ha^av.  To  these  we  may  add  Act9,  xxvii.  33,  where  the 
Latin  translator  evidently  read  ag%tj  ( cum  inciperet ),  which 
is  the  true  reading;  but,  where  the  received  text  reads  a %ot. 
Matthaei  reads  a oyj  :  whether  or  not  this  is  an  erratum  of  the 
press  for  ag%fi,  does  not  appear  in  his  note.  Of  words,  we 
have,  in  £  Thess.  i.  8,  fhoyi  tupos  in  the  most  ancient ,  and 
four  other  uncial  MSS.,  but  <rvoi  (p'koyoc,  in  the  Alex,  and  in 
the  junior  texts. 


8.  Chapter  VI.  Criticism  founded  on  accents,  has  no 
place  in  the  present  *  Revision.’  But  it  will  be  well  to  con¬ 
sider  here,  the  authority  of  accents  for  determining  the 
antiquity  of  a  MS.  Bishop  Marsh,  in  comparing  the  Vatican 
and  Beza  MSS.,  says:  “  If  it  be  asked,  to  which  of  these 
u  the  precedence  19  due,  I  would  answer,  to  the  Codex  Bezce , 
“  for,  the  Cod.  Vaticanus  has  accents  and  marks  of  aspira- 
“  tion,  which  were  added  by  the  person  who  wrote  the  MS. 
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“  itself.”  Yet  the  same  learned  prelate  says  afterwards,  of 
this  same  MS.  (Cod.  Vat.) :  "This,  indeed,  is  no  absolute 
“  proof  against  its  antiquity,  for,  on  a  wall  in  Herculaneum 
“  was  found  a  verse  of  Euripides,  written  with  accents 
and  again,  “  Perhaps  there  are  as  many  ancient  MSS.,  in 
"  uncial  letters,  which  have  accents,  as  those  which  have 
“  not.”  Thus,  he  destroys  the  only  ground  on  which  his 
first  judgment  had  rested.  But,  the  presence  of  accents,  as 
Dr.  Foster  has  shewn,  testifies  chiefly  the  object  for  which 
the  MS.  had  been  destined ;  whether  to  be  read  where  Greek 
was  the  familiar  language,  or  in  another  country :  thus,  of 
two  copies  of  a  Greek  author,  that  which  was  destined  for 
Corinth  or  Alexandria  would  be  unaccentuated,  and  that 
designed  for  Rome  (as  in  the  inscription  in  Herculaneum), 
accentuated ;  the  accents  having  been  devised  to  guide 
foreigners  in  the  pronunciation.1  But,  since  the  learned 
bishop  published  his  criticisms,  in  1793,  the  investigations 
of  Hug,  in  1810,  have  enabled  him  to  ascertain,  by  ocular 
testimony,  that  the  accents  which  appear  in  the  Vat.  MS. 
have  been  added  by  a  later  hand  (see  his  Commentatio) ;  and 
to  establish  the  superiority  of  the  Vatican  over  the  Beza  MS., 
by  a  seniority  of  three,  if  not  four  centuries.  The  seniority 
of  the  Ephrem  MS.,  over  that  of  Beza ,  is  now  also  well 
established. 

9.  Chapter  VII.  Of  the  o^o/oafxrov,  or  similar  beginning, 
noticed  by  Canter,  Michaelis  has  made  no  mention ;  but  has 
confounded  its  opei'ation  with  that  of  the  o/xo/orgXe-jrov,  or 
similar  ending.  "  Omissions,”  he  says,  “  are  frequently 
“  occasioned  by  what  is  called  an  b^oiort'Kiurov,  or,  when  a 
“  word,  after  a  short  interval,  occurs  a  second  time  in  a 
“  passage.  Here  the  transcriber,  having  written  the  word 
u  at  the  beginning  of  a  passage,  in  looking  again  at  the  book 
“  from  which  lie  copies,  his  eye  catches  the  same  word  at 
“  the  end  of  the  passage;  and,  continuing  to  write  what 
“  immediately  follows,  he,  of  course,  omits  the  intermediate 
“  words.  Wetstein’s  Codex  22  omits  entirely  Matt.  x.  40, 
“  where  the  copyist  was  led  into  error  by  two  following 
“  verses  beginning  with  6  uevo;.  In  Matt.  xi.  18,  19, 


1  Foster,  Essay  on  Accent  and  Quantity,  p.  180. 
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“  Wetstein's  Cod.  59  omits  all  the  words  between  *7i^v  and 
“  civm,”  with  which  words  both  those  verses  end.  But,  in 
the  first  of  these  cases,  the  error  arises  from  an  o/j,oioag7.rov, 
and  in  the  latter  only,  from  an  6'j,oiors\evrov.  Michael  is, 
therefore,  by  confounding  the  two,  has  erroneously  defined 
the  latter ;  for,  it  has  not  always  been  either  the  beginning, 
or  end  of  a  word  or  sentence,  that  has  caused  such  omissions  : 
a  mechanical  copyist,  seeing  a  word  in  a  sentence  of  the 
original  from  which  he  is  transcribing,  and  his  eye,  on 
looking  again  at  the  original,  falling  on  a  similar  word  in 
a  sentence  following,  has  often  proceeded  from  the  latter, 
leaving  out  the  intermediate  words.  Of  this  inadvertency 
in  a  catalogue  of  names ,  where  it  was  very  likely  to  occur, 
we  have  a  notable  example  in  v.  8,  9  of  the  received  text  of 
chap.  i.  of  Matthew. 

Canter  has  confined  his  examples  of  the  o/zo/oa^xrov  to 
single  words;  in  which,  however,  avr — misapprehended  in 
its  inflections  of  ctjrog,  has  introduced  many  errors  and  ob¬ 
scurities  into  the  MS.  texts:  as  in  Luke,  xxi.  21,  avryg  for 
auruv.  But,  we  have  proof  of  its  effects  in  entire  sentences, 
as  in  the  passages  just  cited,  beginning  with  the  same  words, 
6  evog.  So  also  in  Heb.  ii.  13,  in  which  the  two  clauses 
of  the  verse  begin  with  *a/  caX/v,  the  copyists  of  the  MSS. 
4  of  Wetstein  (Steph.  7),  and  Vat.  367,  have  passed  from  the 
first  nett  Ta\iv,  to  the  sequel  of  the  second  xa/  ca X/v,  omitting 
the  sequel  of  the  first.  Examples  of  o/ioioreXeurov,  however, 
are  much  more  frequent  than  of  b/j,oioagr,rov. 

10.  Chapter  VIII.  The  subject  of  contends,  or  abbre¬ 
viations,  which  have  so  extensively  influenced  the  transcripts 
of  the  Gospel  texts,  demands  some  particular  consideration. 
Wetstein,  and  other  eminent  biblical  critics,  very  justly  re¬ 
prehend  a  hasty  and  rash  assumption  of  abbreviations,  only 
in  order  to  force  a  sense  on  an  obscure  passage ;  but,  unless 
we  renounce  our  common  sense  and  eye -sight,  we  must 
clearly  perceive,  that  many  diversities  of  reading  have  pro¬ 
ceeded  from  no  other  cause  than  abbreviations  of  words,  and 
misapprehension  of  those  abbreviations.  Sender  has  pointed 
out  a  manifest  example  of  this,  in  Heb.  vi.  5,  where  every 
existing  MS.  reads,  owai^eig  re  fjjO.’hovros  aiuvo;,  which  the 
Vulgate,  and  Erasmus,  render,  “  ac  virtutes  futuri  secuti — 
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“  {and  the  powers  of  the  future  world ) but  where  Tertullian, 
or  the  Latin  from  which  he  quoted,  rendered,  “  occidente 
“  jam  (bvo — {notv  that  time  is  ending)."  Here,  as  Senile r 
observes,  it  is  plain  that  some  abbreviation  of  dwa/tug  caused 
the  translator  to  read,  duvet/1  fteWovrog  rov  atoms.  Wetstein 
himself,  also,  has  adduced  an  example,  equally  conclusive. 
In  Acts,  xiii.  23,  where  both  the  Vatican  MS.  and  the  re¬ 
ceived  text,  and  most  of  the  ancient  MSS.,  concur  in  reading 
ffUTr^a  irrfouv ;  26  MSS.,  the  Ethiopic  and  Arabic  versions, 
with  Chrysostom  and  Theophylact,  read  aojrngiav.  -This  latter 
reading,  as  Wetstein  has  pointed  out  {Proleg.  p.  3),  obviously 
resulted  from  abbreviation,  and  the  unseparated  state  of 
words  in  ancient  Greek  MSS. ;  thus,  <rga  (a  common  com- 
pend  for  aur^a),  and  Tv  (a  common  compend  for  lr,eo\jv)y 


standing  without  separation  (C^XIN),  was  misapprehended 
for  a  compend  of  eurr^iav  (CpXN).  The  various  reading 


y.vpu)  and  xa/^w,  in  Rom.  xii.  11,  has  manifestly  sprung  from 
a  compend  *£&>,  omitting  the  intermediate  vowels. 

This  subject  will,  therefore,  render  it  advisable  to  look 
back  to  the  origin  of  compendious,  or  abbreviated  writing. 

The  office  of  copyist  was,  of  necessity,  actively  exercised 
in  the  ages  that  preceded  the  invention  of  printing.  In  the 
first  ages  of  the  Gospel,  wrhen  the  multiplication  of  copies 
was  exigent,  which  could  only  be  effected  by  the  tardy  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  pen,  only  two  methods  presented  themselves  for 
accomplishing  it ;  the  one,  to  copy  by  the  eye  from  an  anti¬ 
graph  or  original ;  the  other,  to  write  by  the  eart  from  the 
dictation  of  a  reader.  Both  methods  contained  the  causes 
of  their  respective  and  peculiar  errors.  The  necessity  of 
expedition  for  supplying  numerous  demands,  rendered  the 
writing  from  dictation  the  most  prevalent;  for,  many  scribes 
could  write  from  one  and  the  same  dictation,  but  hardly 
more  than  one  could  transcribe,  at  the  same  time,  from  one 
and  the  same  original.  The  librariiy  or  amanuenses,  who 


1  Semler  suggested  butrai,  but  "burnt  appears  the  more  probable _ (Tertull. 

De  Pudicitia ,  c.  20,  tom.  iv.  p.  427,  and  tom.  v.  p.  253.  Ed.  Semler.  12mo.) 
The  learned  editor  observes,  that  Mill  had  noticed  this  variation  in,  liis  Proleg. 
No.  020 ;  but  adds,  u  nec  debebat  VTetstenius  negligere  antiquissimam  hanc 
14  nbenatioiiein  Sciipturae.” 
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wrote  from  dictation,  and  who  strove  to  keep  pace  with  the 
reader,  would,  according  to  the  speed  or  tardiness  of  their 
penmanship,  employ  more  or  fewer  abridgments  of  words, 
according  to  their  own  judgments  at  the  instant.  Receivin 
a  sentence  by  the  ear  only,  they  would  be  governed  in 
considerable  degree  by  the  general  sense.  They  would,  there¬ 
fore,  often  transpose  the  order  of  words  in  a  sentence,  as, 


T^emXffuy  i  TUrgof  t/Ttv  avry,  Vat.  MS. 
t oetnXfav  avrcu  a  TUrgog,  urn,  Rec.  and  CoDSt. 


Matt,  xviii.  21. 


xai  *)v  eXn  f)  ToXtg  ruytiyptw,  ) 
Ktti  h  ToXtg  oXn  iTifvyvyfttyn  n», ) 

r, n v  ataftpca  iivai  aufog  tyat, 1 
iv  avrog  tyw  avafipa  ttyat,  J 


Mark,  i.  33. 
Rom.  ix.  3. 


They  would  vary  the  tenses  and  persons,  as, 


i yivtro.  Vat. 
ytyoviy,  Rec. 

MS.  j 

Matt.  zzv.  C. 

axoutroutri  .  . 

ttKOVtl  .  . 

:} 

John,  x.  27. 

truvaytrai  , 
truvtixfa 

:  :} 

Mark,  iv.  1. 

Xctfi(ia>ii 

XrrJ,ir  at 

:! 

Ib.  xvi.  15. 

Ta/ttXtvffovTai 
to,  (iiXSaiti  , 

:  :! 

Ib.  xiii.  31. 

iStSoaav 

.  . 

:} 

Ib.  xix.  3. 

urT6tvgucra.v 
t r<rau(?ovffi  . 

:  :! 

Ib.  xv.  27- 

TogivUnvat  .  . 

To^iUitrfat  .  . 

:} 

Acts,  xvi.  17. 

They  would  write  a  synonymous  word,  as  Xeyt 
for  g/Te,  w  for  eymro,  and  reversely  j  (pass bn.) 

/  and  eXeyev, 
So  also  the 

synonymes, 

T»f  Tpa£iy 
fa,  tgya 

: 

Matt.  xvi.  27. 

i&tbovv  *  •  . 
iTotovy  .  .  • 

:} 

Mark,  iii.  6. 

Totntrag 

Kfurat 

:  :} 

lb.  xix.  4. 

TXtttTTOg 

ToXvg  • 

:} 

Ib.  iv.  1. 

Tagtxrog 
tt  pit  .  . 

:  :} 

Ib.  xix.  9. 

lytgftiyai 
avapTfiyat  .  . 

:} 

Luke,  ix.  22. 

ofLftara/f  . 
o$6aXp,UJ  . 

:  :] 

lb.  xx.  34. 

vtynan 

fftuTttat j 

:} 

Ib.  xviii.  39. 

xa0tiy*)f*)g 

}t'SatrxaXog 

:  :) 

Ib.  xxiii.  8. 

rtftXiurnxofoi 
TiSwtxoros  .  . 

:! 

John,  xi.  39. 

They  would  even  be  liable  to  mistake  one  word  for  another 
somewhat  similar  in  sound,  as, 


ToXXa  tiTogu,  Vat.  MS. 
noxxo.  i tow,  Rec.  and  Const. 

tiKoXov#n<r<iv  ...... 

i  xoXXnfveav . 


Mark,  vi.  20. 
Rev.  xviii.  0. 


pj  aq 


72 


PREFACE. 


Paet  II. 


It  is  thus,  that  Birch  accouuts  for  the  various  reading, 

‘7rowuvrec  rag  enroXag  ay rou  1  _  , 

,  _  ,  .  >  Rev.  xxu.  14. 

n-Xuvowreg  rag  eroXag  avruv  (Cod.  Vat.  57D)j 

“  Si  fingas  nonnulla  monasteria,  ubi  copiam  exemplariuin 
“  N.  T.  amplificare  operam  adhibuere  monachi,  hoc  modo 
“  processisse,  ut  unua  alta  voce  textum  praelegeret,  quem 
“  calamo  exciperent  plures  assidentes  librarii,  res,  meo  qui- 
“  dem  judicio,  erit  explicatu  facillima.  Si  enirn  in  librari- 
“  orum  vulgarium  turba  statuas  unum  vel  alterum,  minus 
“  attentum,  sed  ingenio9um  et  linguae  peritum,  cui  satis 
“  fuerat  vocem  dictantis  sequi,  minime  sollicitus,  an  ea  qui 
“  a ud ie rat,  vel  quse  audire  crediderat,  modo  sensum  con- 
“  textui  non  adversantem  exhiberent,  calamo  expresserit; 
“  quis  non  intelligat  quam  facile  verba  Kotowreg  rag  evroXag 
il  avrou  cum  verbis  KXvvouvrtg  rag  <froX ag  aurwv  permutari  potu- 
“  issent;  prsecipue,  si  prselector  minus  clara  ac  distincta  voce 
“  officio  suo  functus  sit?  An  plures  varietates,  in  libris  N.T. 
“  obviae,  quarum  origo  alias  difficulter  indagatur,  simili  con- 
“  jectura  explanari  queant,  doctis  judicandum  relinquo/’1 

This  solution  is  the  more  probable,  as  the  scribe  had 
before  written,  in  chap.  vii.  14,  enXuvuv  rug  eroXag  aoruv. 
Those,  on  the  other  hand,  who  engrossed  by  the  eye  from 
abbreviated  antigraphs,  were  liable  to  misapprehend,  and 
miswrite,  the  compends  or  abbreviations  which  they  strove 
to  decipher :  for,  the  transcribers  were  often  mechanical 
operators;  sometimes,  indeed,  ignorant  of  the  language  which 
they  copied,  as  copyists  are  at  this  day  employed,  in  India 
and  China,  to  copy  English  which  they  do  not  understand. 
And  thus  we  may  be  able  to  distribute,  to  the  ear  and  to  the 
eye,  the  origin  of  many  of  the  multitudinous  variations  of 
reading  which  have  come  down  to  us. 

Such  compends  are  well  defined  by  Canter  — 11  qua 
“  paucis  et  facilibus  ductibus ,  liter  arum  numerum  complec- 
“  tuntur — which  comprise  a  great  number  of  letters,  within 
“  a  few  easy  strokes  of  the  pen.”  This  description  relates 
chiefly  to  copies  in  the  smaller  or  cursive  writing ,  which  sue- 
ceeded  to  the  uncial.  Canter  gives  but  few  examples,  because 
the  practice  was  common  ;  tho9e  which  he  produces,  as  ana¬ 
logous  to  flrjig,  etjg,  in  the  Sacred  MSS.,  for  vanjg,  eurrig,  are. 


Var.  Leclt.  ad  Text.  Apocal.  Proleg.  p.  xi. 
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ami,  trguov,  for  ZuzootTtij  crurgctiov.  We  also  find  in  Strabo, 
E>oxX»js  for  nargoxXjjj ;  as,  in  2  Tim.  iv.  19,  n £/<rxa  for 
TlgtaxtXX  a.1 

Those  compends  extended  from  monosyllables  to  words 
of  many  syllables.  Thus,  they  noted,  r,  for  n,  to,  rov,  r^, 
See. ;  ff,  for  <ro,  <ro u,  aot,  <re ;  and  /a,  for  /aou,  ^ao/,  /ae  ;  from  whence 
has  arisen  much  confusion  of  those  pronouns :  also,  5,  for 
hi,  hvo,  httx ;  x,  for  xa/ ;  jj,  for  tjv. 

Again  ;  “  Vetustissimi  codices,”  says  Wetstein,  tl  quas- 
“  dam  voces  in  compendio  scribunt,  ita  ut  primam  tantum 
“  atque  ultimam,  interdum  et  medium  literam,  pro  Integra 
“  voce  ponunt,2  liueaque  superducta  tegant. — The  most  an- 
“  cient  MSS.  write  some  words  in  compend ,  so  as  to  put 
“  only  the  first  and  last,  sometimes  a  middle  letter,  for  the 
“  whole  word,  covering  it  with  a  line  drawn  above as, 

*£>  'S,  *»!*»  "3 x  Or  taX,  iXrjfL,  rrgu,  pga,  AaS,  for  Qeog, 

Kvgtoc,  tqaovg,  Xgjffrog,  viog,  tfurrig,  lffgur,X,  IcgovftcXjj'A,  srarsga, 
Wregct,  Aa /3/d. 

To  these  Woide  adds,  from  the  Alexandrian  MSS.,  ouvog, 
wot,  tigov,  x,  r,  for  ougeevog,  wtvfia,  aravgov,  xa/,  rat.9 

Griesbacli  has  added,  from  Cod.  L.Wetst.  ( y  or  8  Steph.),4 

1  44  Imo  etiam  vel  in  obviis  abbreviationzbua,  peritissimos  interdum  viros 

“  errasse  comperimus :  exempli  causa,  in  editionibus  Xenophontis  Hist.  Grac. 
44  lib.  vii.  legitur  U^okXth,  ubi  legend um  nar^oxkrt.  Error  autem  bine  ortus 
“  est,  quod  in  .MSS.,  abbreviandi  causa,  pro  Uar^oxXnt  jaceret.  Quod 

41  autem  n arfoxkxt  sit  legeiidum,  plane  liquet.” — Montfaucon,  Pal.  Grac. 
lib.  v.  p.  3-12.  See  ibid,  for  vart^tt,  erroneously  taken  for  T^icfiun^oi :  and 
p.  343,  3d  paragraph. 

On  the  other  hand :  44  Non  semel  in  hoc  auctore  (Sirabone)  vox  Tl^oxkvs 
44  in  n ar£ox\r,f  mutata  est:  Hie  quidem  n^oxXv  legendura  esse,  testes  suut 
41  infiniti.”  —  Is.  Casaubon,  Not.  in  Strab.  lib.  viii.  p.  3G4. 

44  Ex  hoc  fonte  manavit,  quod  Gene9.  xliv.  3.  in  Aldina  editione,  legitur 
44  e!  ayfyuTot  aura*,  pro  01  ovei  awrut  ;  nimirum  in  pro mp tu  erat  aberratio,  ut  a 
pro  o  librariua  scriberet,  unde  pro  o*o>  factum  est  <rv«/,  i.  e.  avfyuxoi.” — Semler. 
in  Proleg.  Wetstein.  p.  12.  Ed.  Semleri,  8vo.  44  Sic  Cantahr.  err  a  fuit, 
44  compendium  pro  *ppav*,  sed  id  lectum  eratra —  omnia.”  —  Ejusd.  Append. 
Obs.  ii.  p.  GIO. 

2  Proleg.  p.  3.  s  Pref.  p.  6. 

*  Symbol ce  Crit.  vol.  i.  p.  lxvii.-viji.  Evang.  L.  44  In  media  vocabulorum 

44  parte  non  raro  una  littera  pr*termissa  est _ Interdum  etiam  verborum 

44  monstra  et  ridiculi  errores  occurrunt;  e.  g.  Matth.  v.  22,  nxu  pro  uxr  i  x.  30, 
44  pro  ct!  r^i^if  j  XXV.  4,  ayicif  pro  ayyito/f.  Marc.  v.  20,  ra.  er^aurr.t  pro 

44  ra  era^a  avrvs.  Luc.  xxiv.  34,  oj<p6ns  pro  u$(t j  ag-uvi.  Jo.  V.  2,  eriin 
44  erofta  pro  -rivn  Croat.  Matt.  xiii.  4,  etis  ou  xat  vjj*,  pro  out  ovx  «£**  »!». 
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xargupivovs  for  xaTagaftivi? 

E»i  ufiros  ...  ivbvftaTot 

x*£ti{i\n  . . .  t ag*(ieX  n 

yivtn'ra.i  ...  yivnfftrai 

paivfvi  ftavxerffw, 

xXrtff  trail  ...  KXrJntrt'Tcu 

Tft^ioi  ...  iragfivos. 


} 


omitting  intermediate  vowels. 


omitting  intermediate  consonants 
and  syllables. 


To  this  head  pertains,  also,  the  abbreviations  of  proper 
names,  which  Matthaei  places  under  the  head  of  diminutives : 
(Gr.  §  102.  obs.  3.  vol.  i.  p.  135.) 

“  Many  diminutives  are  formed  by  abbreviations,  as 


A Xe|a$ . .  for  AXe|czv^o;. 

Agxoxgas .  A^dK^aTfif. 


Aypas  (Col.  iv.  14  ;  2  Tim.  iv.  10)  A»yz>jr£/flj. 
F.-rap^as  (Col.  I.  7  —  i 12)  .  .  F-rap^ettres 

'E gfuts  (Rom.  xvi.  14)  ....  "E ^ftotu^os. 

Stuhaf  (Acts,  V.  36) .  0to3a/gtff. 


Mnrgtz; .  M>j  T£ohv(>0{. 

4>i  Xa;  .  $<XflS» ifiof. 

A  fi.pi;  .  A ftpiagaof. 

1  pis  .  lpiatacrtra,  &.C.” 


Also,  (2  Tim.  iv.  19)  .  .  .  .  n£«r#«xx<x. 


But  it  is  manifest,  from  the  character  of  the  various 
readings  which  occur  so  often  in  the  small-letter  MSS.,  that 
many  of  them  proceeded  from  more  intricate  compends  than 
any  of  those  just  adduced  —  “  paucis  et  facilibus  ductibus 
“  magnum  literarum  numerum  complectentia” — namely,  from 
abbreviated  forms  in  which  some  letters  only  were  distinctly 


written,  the  rest  being  left  by  the  writer  to  be  apprehended 
and  supplied  by  the  reader ;  the  misapprehension  of  which 
caused  the  various  readings.  Such  are  the  following : 

urxvXfitvat,  Vat.  SIS.  1 

tx\t\t/pivoir  Rec.  ) 

Matt.  is.  36. 

avafiecs  .... 

|  Mark,  xv.  6. 

ingots  .  .  .  .  1 
tTAi^ais  .  .  .  .  ) 

Ib.  xl.  16. 

1  TiKittrSai  . 

VTtXxXuffSxi  . 

|  Luke,  v.  1. 

/loci rtzvi^op-ivov  .  .  ) 

fitrm£ep.irov  .  .  J 

Ib.  xiv.  24. 

. . 

TOU  ..... 

[  Ib.  vi.  17. 

jjX&h  .....) 
*>•  . ) 

Mark,  i.  39. 

etgrov  ..... 
agiffi-cv  .... 

|  Ib.  xiv.  15. 

lovhami  .  .  .  ,  1 
ihtvftants  •  .  .  ) 

Ib.  iii.  7. 

tragarei  .... 

t'rixara.oa.'roi  .  . 

j  John,  vii.  49. 

WTXglOV  ....  1 
C07IBV  .  .  .  .  ) 

Ib.  xiv.  47. 

'ra.YTa,  .... 

crgoHara  .... 

;  Ib.  x.  4. 
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ive/|i  .... 
evoil-i  .... 

:  1 

John,xix.34 

iS/at/j  .... 

louBaiout  •  .  « 

:  1 

Acts,  iv.  23. 

■X^oaiKXtfr)  . 

-r^a<rixoXXrj0n 

: ! 

Ib.  v.  36. 

Uft&IV  .... 
IBU^OJUV  .  .  . 

: ! 

Ib.  vi.  7. 

vfioXoyriffiv  .  . 

UfLOOlV 

: ! 

Ib.  vii.  17. 

tiailli  .... 
urnXfa  . 

: ! 

Ib.  ix.  G. 

a-ToirraXavTaf  . 

(L'ToffTOXeUi 

:! 

Ib.  xv.  33. 

TuXflf 

ToXtus  ... 

:  1 

Ib.  xvi.  13. 

a’rvXaetv  .  .  .  * 

aTiXumv  .  .  . 

OLTtiXr.irtv,  \u\g.minuvit- 

Ib.  xviii.  16. 

xxraxruXat  • 

K.ttra.au<Ta.i  .  . 

:! 

Ib.  xix.  35. 

:] 

Ib.  ib.  39. 

Irirtfa  .  .  . 
trtfa  .  .  . 

: 

Ib.  xx.  15. 

Karafln  .  .  . 

K*raXafi7i  , 

: 

Ib.  xxiv.  22. 

T^oaxtt^av  . 
‘r^oaxytiv  .  . 

:! 

Ib.  xxvii.  27 

■rXr\!>o$ot>Ti<ra.i 
TXr^uaa  1  .  . 

:! 

Rom.  xv.  13. 

$u(>o$agia  .  . 

Hixxovia.  m  .  . 

:  j 

Ib.  xv.  31. 

ftagrvgiov  . 
f£VXTt)l>lCV  * 

.  1 
.  J 

1  Cor.  ii.  1. 

xtbXXu¥  . 

ccto  t oXXvv  . 

Ib.  iv.  6. 

o$uXw» 

otpiiXofitvri* 

■; 

Ib.  vii.  3. 

trvvrfiua,  .  . 

rvriiSnrii  .  .  . 

Ib.  viii.  7. 

Vffrt)>OVf*l¥U  Tl  . 
vffrtgovvri  .  . 

Ib.  xii.  24. 

ctyiartin  ... 

awAonm  .  . 

’ 

2  Cor.  i.  12. 

KH**  .... 

•  •  •  • 

|  Ib.  ib.  15. 

id  .  .  »  . 

Si  ...  . 

araXai  .  .  . 

•xaXtv  .  .  . 

at'.Xu 

xyxXuvu  .  % 

tXty^ot 
tXiyfiot  .  . 

(pan^uiv  t  ■ 
tptgav  .  . 

Xa^in  .  . 

•  • 

(V  HoKlfltZIT/tZ 
^oKifLnaai 

XToXurut  . 
xireXtixtrai  . 

foXdmr  ,  , 

•rXrixiey  .  . 

XKXTxtrrarev 

XKarxir^troy 

rraSi  .  . 

amtaii  .  . 

XTO.\  i|eSi^*T« 

ha  ,  .  . 
(SiCC  ... 

ayarais  » 
a-rarait  . 

errus  .  . 

oXtyat  .  . 

Xa/fiffta.  .  . 

tcv*p»  •  • 

OfLOKi)  S  .  • 

o  [Ltaia  .  . 

¥t(p(>ovs  •  • 

rlK.f>ovf 

iirXvrxf 

iirXartnar 

CHTBV  .  • 

ayyiXot'  . 

KXTlfifl  ,  • 

KartfiX7i0Ti  . 

i/3 cniveri*  •  • 

e  (Zoritriv  .  » 

rttteXovQrifft 
nXfa  .  .  . 

apTiXov  .  . 

ayytXav  . 


|  2  Cor.  xii,  1. 
j  lb.  ib.  19. 

|  2  Thcss.  ii. 8. 
|  2  Tim.  iii.  16. 
|  Heb.  i.  3. 

|  Ib.  ii.  9. 

J  Ib.  iii.  39. 
j  Ib.  iv.  9. 

|  Ib.  viii.  11. 

|  James,  iii.  8. 

J  1  Pet.  iii.  18. 
J  Ib.  ib.  20. 

|  2  Pet.  i.  3. 
j  Ib.  ii.  13. 

|  Ib.  ib.  18. 

|  1  John,ii.  27. 
|  Rev.  ii.  15. 

J  Ib.  ib.  23. 

|  Ib.  vii.  14. 

|  Ib.  viii.  )3. 

J  Ib.  xii.  12. 

J  Ib.  Ib.  16. 

|  lb.  xiv.  8. 

}  Ib.  ib.  19. 
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It  is  evident,  from  these  examples,  that  the  general 
principle  observed  in  abbreviated  writing  was  to  preserve 
the  first  and  last  letter  or  syllable,  leaving  the  intermediate 
omitted  portion  to  be  recovered  by  the  sense  ;  which,  if  it 
was  not  correctly  seized  by  the  engrosser,  caused  a  false,  or 
a  various  reading. 

Sometimes  the  final  syllable  was  curtailed,  as  in  Eph.  i. 
13,  and  iii.  19,  in  the  Vat.  MS.,  which  reads,  tfiarevGavreg 
tatp^ayuiOTi — iva  ^"Kr^udri — for — 07jrg ;  which  mode  of  curtail¬ 
ment  probably  led  to  the  ancient  misreading  of  eyewr^sav 
for  eyew7)07),  in  John,  i.  13,  the  latter  being  mistaken  for  an 
abbreviated  word. 

Among  the  preceding  examples,  we  detect  another  kind 
of  error ;  that  of  sometimes  mistaking  an  abbreviated  word 
for  a  word  written  at  length,  as  peguv,  i.  e.  paveguv  in  com- 
pend,  for  pzguv,  partic.  of  pggw;  and  sometimes  of  assuming  a 
word  written  at  length  for  an  abbreviated  word,  as  uvafiag, 
partic.  of  avafiaivw,  for  ava^orjUag  in  compend,  v.  g.  amfiag : 
also,  of  mistaking  the  place  of  the  omitted  letter  or  syllable, 
and  thus  introducing  a  different  word,  as  (Tity)  iudp,  for  lOwy, 
in  1  Cor.  xiv.  10,  and  Heb.  xii.  13. 

From  our  experience  of  all  these  different  modes  and 
causes  of  variation,  supported  by  internal  and  collateral 
evidence,  we  are  warranted  to  add  (see  Annotations ), 


fiia^trcu  . 
fioarai  ■  . 

:•! 

Matt.  xi.  12. 

<rv  ii  srtrgog  • 

• 

Ib.  xvi.  18. 

ffv  uxag 

• 

New  Cov.  13. 

Ktzfagi^av  V 

• 

Mark,  vii.  19 

KCtl  tTtgCt  iro* 

•  i 

N.  C.  vii  l.  17. 

a  bias  .  . 

• 

Ih.  xiii.  32. 

Stag  .  .  . 

.  ! 

N.  C.  xv.  32. 

nxvu?  .  . 

rtKraviuv  .  . 

: 

Luke,  vii.  35 

sf^uras  rat  . 

• 

1  John,  i.  42. 

*gui  rov  . 

• 

)  N.  C.  41. 

iztpuvav  .  . 

a.<P(>ov  ,  , 

• 

• 

|  1  Cor.  xiv.  10 

ivtruXa.ro 
bv  inXura  . 

• 

|  Heb.  ix.  20. 

taru^arSnirav  . 
it  a^nrav 

! 

Ib.  xi.  37. 

tain  .  .  . 

i6wn  .  .  , 

. 

. 

•  Ib.  xii.  13. 

There  are  some  various  readings,  which  have  so  far 
established  rival  authorities  as  to  have  received  the  denomi¬ 
nation  of  ‘  duplices  lectiones ,’  or  1  double  readings of  these, 
it  is  evident  that  one  only  can  be  the  genuine  reading  :  as 


Vat.  MS. 
Rec. 


xai  (rv  KcL-rtgHttevp,,  (in  v^ufwn  ius  rou  eogavou  \  lug  ahov 

xarafivisri  . . 

*®i  <rv  Kaxigvaovft,  b  tug  rau  ev(>avev  b^uiuaa  (et  I 

tug  cthov  Kura(ai(aa<r6n<ry  .........  J 


Matt.  xi.  23, 
and 

Luke,  x.  15. 


Both  these  readings  are  noticed  by  Jerom. 
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The  following  double  readings  have  coalesced,  and  become 
united  in  some  copies,  forming  what  Matthsei  calls,  “  duplex 
“  lectio  temere  conflata ”  (note  to  Mark,  xiv.  31 ;  2d  ed.) : 


tv  tv  ctvaaraati 
irctv  ctvatrrwtn 


Mark,  xii.  23. 


,wv  }  Luke,  x.  42. 

oAtyui  tan  xSttac  ) 


These  last  became  nnited  as  early  as  the  time  of  the 
Vat.  MS.,  which  reads,  oXiyuv  Be  ten  71  tvo$i  'which  is 

evidently  copied  from  a  scholion,  signifying,  ‘  oXi-yov  vel  evog,’ 
shewing  two  ancient  readings  ;  the  former  of  which,  Scholz 
ascribes,  with  great  probability,  to  Origen,  ( Proleg .  p.  xiii.) 
So, 


(IV  <ZT'X0t)Tt 
(tV  S«w£»)TI 

iif  vafras 
(t/  T&vrtti 


|  Luke,  xvii.  23. 
i  Rom.  iii.  22. 


:  1 


2  Cor.  t.  13. 


V  a.  aray/tcarxiri 

V  xai  i'xtyiiuaKi'ri 

**•  tuv  avTcoy  j  Heb  vj..  J2 

Kttt  rut  aiofuu*  avruv  * 


All  these  double  readings  are  severally  united  in  the  rec . 
text ;  but,  orav  uvaoruei,  exi  crctvrag,  and  avopiav,  are  unknown 
to  the  Vat.,  JSphr Alex.,  Vat.  367.  MSS.  and  most  ancient 
versions ,  as  is  e^iytvuaxere  to  the  Vat.  MS. ;  the  xa/,  as  the  r\ 
in  the  preceding  case,  only  intimating  a  different  reading. 
It  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  almost  every  instance  where  we 
find  this  conflation  of  two  readings,  the  former  is  the  reading 
of  the  oldest  copies.  To  the  “  duplex  lectio  temere  conflata,” 
is  to  be  referred  the  ‘  tautology  ’  remarked  in  1  John,  ii. 
12-14.  (See  Annot.,  and  Bloomfield’s  note.) 

The  transcribers  had  another  mode  of  abbreviation, 
namely,  by  a  monogram  denoting  different  words.  Thus,  the 
union  of  y  and  g,  in  the  form  )j( ,  represented  the  words 

X£vff0*>  X£ovo*>  xgvtoero/ios,  and  ^g/tfroc.1  Of 

the  confusion  thus  occasioned  between  the  last  two  words,  we 
have  a  signal  example  in  Philipp,  i.  21.  Also,  in  1  Pet.  ii.  3, 
where  several  MSS.  erroneously  read  x£,aro$  for  yj>p j<rro$. 
(See  the  Annotation  on  the  first  of  these  passages.) 


1  “  Observaiidum  est,  abbreviationes  saepe  easdem  pluribus  significandis 
“  vocibus  usurpari ;  exempli  causa,  xAv9n*  ourum,  significat,  itemque, 
“  tempvs,  atque  etiam  x^vreirTepas,  Chrysostomus ;  eadem  ipsa  nota 

“  antiquitus,  in  marmoribus  et  in  immmis,  pro  — (Palatograph.  Gr., 

Montfaucon,  p.  344,  347-) — “  Gra;ci  etiam  hac  nota  ^  utehantur,  qn« 
“  sign  id  cat  vel  (Diog.  Laert.  Vita  Platonis.  Casaubon, 

not.  225,  p.  202.) 
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Mattliaei,  in  his  note  on  Rom.  iii.  21  (2d  ed.),  produces 
still  another  mode  of  abbreviation,  which  he  had  found 
in  MSS.  This  was,  the  writing  the  letter  a,  for  the  syllable 
<rgo,  at  the  beginning  of  words  compounded  of  that  syllable.1 
Thus  they  wrote  a(3a ra  for  crgo/Sara,  a sdgo/  for  <z got&goty  and,  in 
this  passage  of  Romans,  a^rm  for  vgopijruv ;  hut  this  parti¬ 
cular  compend  doe9  not  appear  to  have  affected  the  sacred 
text. 

11.  By  duly  observing  and  combining  the  principles  of 
error  resulting  from  an  erroneous  division  of  undivided 
letters  into  words,  we  are  enabled  further  to  perceive,  that 
where  the  common  text  reads,  in  Gal.  ii.  1,  6/a  Bexar e<roaguv 
erajv,  we  ought  to  read,  6/a  6s  xa/  ts<s<s agwv  eru i\> :  and  that  where 
we  read  e%  hog,  in  Rom.  ix.  10,  we  ought  to  read  r,  %svog. 
(See  Annot.  to  those  places.) 

12.  “  Some  few  passages  in  the  New  Testament,”  says 
Michaelis,  “  have  certain  internal  marks  which  discover 
“  them  to  be  not  genuine,  and  which  render  it  necessary  to 
“  restore  them  by  critical  conjecture.  It  appears  to  me, 
“  that  there  are  some  few  passages  in  the  N.  T.,  which,  in 
“  the  language  of  criticism,  are  called  “  loci  affecti  ”  (i.  e. 
“  affected  or  unsound  passages),  in  which  we  have  hitherto 
“  been  able  to  derive  no  assistance,  either  from  MSS.,  fathers, 
“  or  versions;  and  which  demand  therefore  the  aid  of  critical 
“  conjecture.” — (Vol.  ii.  p.  392.)  These  are  the  11  Chironia 
“  ulcera  ”  of  Canter,  to  be  corrected  and  restored,  not  by  mere 
critical  conjecture,  but  by  such  conjecture  strictly  governed  by 
critical  rule,  experience ,  and  collateral  testimony.  Michaelis 
truly  calls  such  passages  “ few;”  yet  he  has  laboured,  by  his 
license  of  conjecture,  to  render  them  abundantly  more  than 
they  really  are.  In  the  forty  passages  for  which  he  has 
suggested  alterations,  which  he  would  call  corrections ,  there 
is  not  one  of  these  that  would  not  pervert,  or  corrupt,  the 

1  “  sTfopr jt«p]  Codex  Euthym.  Monach.  atpnyyirav.  Unde  haac  tam  mirabilis 
“  lectio  ?  Scilicet,  ex  codicibus  constat,  scribas  interdum  syllabam  too  a  priu- 
“  cipio  notare  littera  «.  Sic  inveni,  sed  in  scholiis,  afiareL,  id  est,  vgofiura,  et 
“  alia.  Hie  ergo  scrip  turn  erat  aprur.  Ex  eo  ergo  alius,  non  profecto  inepte, 
“  faciebat  ctpyirrw.  Notabile  exemplum  est  in  Montf.  bibl.  Colslin.  p.  13G, 
“  in  tabula  acre  expressa.  Ibi  ad  latera  Nicephori  imperatoris  sunt  quatuor 
u  rainislri,  sea  hie  quater  legitu:*  *e^°,  id  est,  —  Ed.  2d. 
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text.  He  fairly  puts  the  question,  “  Whether  any  of  his 
“  conjectures  have  been  confirmed  by  the  authority  of  manu- 
“  scripts?”  and  he  as  fairly  replies,  “  I  answer,  not  one:*' 
nor  would  sound  criticism  expect  that  they  should  be  con¬ 
firmed.  He  observes,  of  the  learned  Wolf,  that  “  the  acute- 
“  ness  of  his  criticism  was  very  disproportionate  to  the  depth 
“  of  his  erudition.” — (Vol.  i.  p.  320.)  He  was  not  conscious 
how  applicable  this  distinction  was  to  himself ;  for,  he  is 
much  greater  as  a  historian  of  criticism,  than  as  himself  a 
critic.  The  passages,  on  which  he  has  so  fruitlessly  expended 
his  ingenuity  and  learning,  are  :  Matt,  xxviii.  1G — Mark, 

xiv.  G9  ;  xvi.  8,  14  —  Luke,  vi.  29  ;  ix.  10  ;  xi.  36  ;  xii.  15  ; 
xxiv.  12 — John,  vi.  21;  xvii.  10 — Acts,  ix.  16;  xvi.  26; 
xxvii.  16  —  Roin.  i.  4;  vii.  24,  25;  viii.  2;  ix.  12,  16,  22; 

xv.  12  —  1  Cor.  iv.  1;  viii.  10;  xiv.  10;  xv.  1,27 — 2  Cor. 
i.  17,  24;  v.  10,  18;  vi.  1 — Gal.  iii.  20 — Philipp,  ii.  13  — 
Heb.  viii.  3 — 1  Pet.  i.  6,  8  —  1  John,  ii.  20,  27 — Rev.  xiv. 
17.  — (Vol.  ii.  p.  403.) 

13.  All  that  has  been  shewn  from  the  Scriptural  texts, 
compared  with  what  has  been  shewn  by  Canter  from  the 
single  text  of  Aristides,  fully  establishes  the  truth  of  what 
has  been  above  alleged  ;  that,  whilst  the  Divine  Providence 
watched  over  the  doctrines  transmitted  by  the  Scriptural 
MSS.,  it  left  those  channels  of  transmission  subject,  in  all 
other  respects,  to  the  ordinary  causes  which  influence  the 
actions  of  men  ;  so  that,  to  look  for  any  one  continued  text 
as  having  been  exempted  from  the  operation  of  those  causes, 
would  betray  a  most  profound  ignorance  of  the  subject. 

14.  Whoever  will  attentively  consider  the  present  state  of 
the  text  and  of  the  interpretations  of  the  Evangelical  Scrip¬ 
tures,  and  will  reflect  on  their  progress  to  that  state,  and  on 
the  causes  which  have  influenced  that  progress,  will  sensibly 
discern  evidence  of  the  continued  operation  of  a  moral 
cause,  bearing  a  very  near  analogy  in  quality  to  that  which, 
in  physics,  is  called  the  ‘  vis  inertia;’  which  is  defined  to  be, 
“  a  power  that  resists  any  change  endeavoured  to  be  made  in 
“  it,  either  of  rest  or  of  motion It  is  thus,  that  erroneous 
assumptions,  put  in  motion  in  remote  and  unskilful  ages, 
have  perpetuated  that  motion  even  in  ages  of  skilfulness  and 
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sagacity  ;  and,  that  on  points  on  which  the  mind  had  rested 
without  motion  in  those  remote  ages,  it  has  remained  without 
motion  even  in  succeeding  ages  of  sagacity  and  skill.  In  the 
former  of  these  cases,  the  ancient  error  has  maintained  its 
course;  in  the  latter,  the  mind  has  not  made  any  adequate 
effort  to  extract  the  truth.  Of  the  first  of  these  cases,  we 
have  an  example  in  Matt.  xxiv.  5  ;  and  of  the  latter,  in 
John,  x.  8.  (See  the  Annotations  on  these  two  passages.) 
But,  Dr.  Burton’s  notes  on  Matt,  xxiii.  35,  and  Rom.  ix.  3, 
gave  token  of  a  new  action  arising  in  biblical  criticism, 
tending  to  resist,  and  overcome,  the  inertial  power. 

15.  It  now  remains  for  me  to  apprise  the  reader,  of  the 
principle  of  interpretation  which  I  have  adopted  in  the 
translation  of  a  few  particular  and  influential  words  ;  and  to 
explain  the  general  form  in  which  I  have  judged  it  most 
advisable  to  present  to  him  the  accompanying  ‘Revision* 

With  respect  to  the  language;  I  have  closely  adhered  to 
that  of  our  ancient  revised  and  authorised  version  (as  being  far 
more  congenial  in  style,  tone,  and  spirit,  to  that  of  the  Greek, 
than  any  other  which  has  since  been  attempted) ;  except 
where  it  was  imperative  that  it  should  be  varied,  either  to 
replace  such  superannuated  phrases  as  u  I  trow  —  I  wot  — 
“  I  do  you  to  wit,”  &c. ;  or,  to  correct  manifest  errors  in  the 
interpretation  ;  or,  to  rectify  the  order  of  words,  where  they 
had  too  closely  followed  the  exotic  order  of  the  language  from 
which  they  were  translated  :  for,  the  syntax  of  every  language 
is  as  idiomatical  as  the  words  themselves ;  and  requires  the 
translation  of  transposition,  as  much  as  the  words  and  phrases 
require  the  translation  of  interpretation.  Of  the  effect  of 
overlooking  this  consideration,  we  have  a  notable  instance 
in  Luke,  xxii.  29,  30,  where  our  English  revisers  have  been 
led  to  introduce  constructively  a  plurality  of  kingdoms,  though 
our  Lord  speaks  only  of  one,  namely,  his  own  universal  king¬ 
dom.  But  I  have  been  scrupulous  to  adhere  generally  to  the 
vocabulary  of  our  last  revisers ;  and  have  added  to  it  very  few 
words  of  a  more  modern  practice  of  phraseology.  For,  there 
is  a  fondness,  founded  in  the  best  feelings  of  our  compound 
being,  for  the  very  language  and  terms  in  which  we  first 
received  the  illumination  and  consolation  of  revealed  truth  ; 
an  affection,  entitled  to  our  tenderness  and  regard,  even  where 
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it  runs  close  on  prejudice.  Augustin  remarked,  “  that  the 
“  force  of  habit  is  so  great,  that  those  who  have  been  brought 
44  up  and  educated  in  the  Sacred  Scriptures,  wonder  at  new 
“  phrases,  and  think  them  to  be  less  Latin  than  those  which 
44  they  have  learned  in  the  Scriptures,  although  they  are 
44  found  in  no  Latin  authors: — Tanta  est  vis  consuetudinis 
li  etiam  ad  discendum,  ut  qui  in  Scripturis  Sanctis  quodam- 
44  modo  nutrati  educatique  sunt,  magis  alias  locutiones 
44  mirentur  ;  easque  minus  Latinos  putent,  quam  illas  quas 
44  in  Scripturis  didicerunt,  neque  in  Latinse  linguze  auctori- 
44  bus  reperiuntur.” — ( De  Doctr.  Christ,  tom.  iii.  p.  27.) 
Through  deference  to  this  attachment,  I  have  introduced  no 
new  terms,  except  where  it  was  rendered  necessary  by  the 
inadequacy  of  the  terms  previously  employed  :  thus,  I  have 
rendered  j}xg//3oitfe, 4 ascertained ,'  instead  of  'diligently  searched,' 
in  Matt.  ii.  16  ;  /Aera/xeX^g/s.  4  smitten  with  remorse ,’  instead 
of 4  repented  himself in  Matt,  xxvii.  3;  and  era^av,  4  con¬ 
vulsing,'  instead  of  4  had  torn!  in  Mark,  i.  26. 

I  have  uniformly  rendered  biufaxn,  ‘  covenant for  the 
reasons  stated  in  the  beginning  of  this  Preface ;  and  have 
wholly  excluded  the  word  4  testament'  from  the  text. 

It  i9  excellently  observed  by  Bishop  Bull,  that  the  verb 
dixatouv,  throughout  the  New  Covenant ,  is  to  be  understood 
in  its  forensic  or  judicial  sense  ;  viz.  to  pronounce  guiltless ,  or 
acquit.1  The  same  signification  is  to  be  extended  to  biy.cuo6\jv7}, 
which  expresses  its  operation ,  and  ought  in  almost  every 
instance  in  which  it  occurs,  to  be  translated  justification ,  not 
righteousness ;  so  also  6/xa/oj,  in  its  Gospel  sense,  is  to  be 
understood  as  dixuiudeis,  justified  (see  annot.  to  1  Pet.  iv.  18). 
For,  the  economy  of  the  Gospel  acknowledges  no  positive 
righteousness  in  man ;  only,  a  negative  righteousness,  a 
justification  or  acquittal  from  an  imputation  of  guilt,  which 
qualifies  and  entitles  him,  when  it  is  obtained  individually 
by  faith  in,  and  consequent  obedience  to,  Christ,  to  receive 
from  the  free  mercy  of  God,  the  blessings  promised  under 
the  New  Covenant.  Thoroughly  sensible  of  the  paramount 


1  “  Vocera  'hiKu.uZ v  in  usitatiori  suo  significaiu  usnrpari,  h.  e.  sensu  forensi, 
44  pro  justum  censere  sive  pronunliare :  earn  enim  esse  vocabuli  liujtis  in  snen's 
“  literis,  preesercim  Novi  Testament!,  significationem  maxime  oliviam  ac  fami- 
“  liarem,  pene  ccecns  est,  qui  non  videat." — Opera,  /farm.  Apost.  p.  410.  S*e 
annot.  to  Malt.  iii.  l.r>.) 
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importance  of  this  correction,  I  have  so  rendered  5ixaio<ruvii, 
wherever  it  is  applied  to  man.  The  substitution  of  4  covenant * 
for  4  testament ,’  and  of  4 justification'  for  *  righteousness will 
alone  diffuse  an  increased  light  over  the  sacred  volume. 

The  word  wev/ia,  unfitly  rendered  sometimes  4  ghost ,'  and 
sometimes  ‘  spirit ,'  in  our  version,  I  have  uniformly  rendered 
‘  spirit ;  and  the  verb  ejeoeytre,  with  its  periphrasis  up jxe  ro 
trvtv{j,a,  I  have  rendered  simply  and  literally  ‘  expired a  term 
now  much  more  familiar  to  the  English  reader,  than  the 
Saxon  1 yielded  up  the  ghost,'  or,  as  Wiclif  rendered,  *  gaf  up 
‘  the  goost, ’  from  the  Latin  <  ernisit  spiritum The  word 
4  expire ,’  was  not  strange  to  the  vocabulary  of  our  version  ; 
but  it  was  only  applied,  at  the  date  of  that  version,  to  the 
expiration  or  lapse  of  time.  In  Acts,  v.  10,  where  the  Greek 
has  the  Latin  1  expiravit,'  and  Wiclif  4  diede ,’  those 

revisers  still  adhered  to  the  periphrasis,  1  yielded  up  the  ghost,' 
rejecting  Wiclif’s  simpler  term. 

The  Greek  ovhttg,  or  more  strictly  speaking,  the  Latin 
‘  nemo!  a  contraction  of  ‘  ne  homo!  which  our  version  uni¬ 
formly  renders  4  no  man,'  after  Wiclif,  though  correct  with 
relation  to  the  Latin,  is  a  false  rendering  of  the  Greek,  and 
often  offensive  to  the  reason ;  I  have  therefore  substituted 
‘  no  one,'  throughout  the  volume. 

I  have  rendered  rraihm  4  child,'  (Matt.  c.  ii.)  with  Wiclif, 
and  his  revisers  of  the  sixteenth  century,  omitting  the  quality 
4  young '  added  by  the  last  revisers :  the  quality  of  ‘  young  ’ 
being  implied  in  the  term  4  child  *  So  also,  vanhiu  and  rtxvia, 
passim,  I  have  rendered  4  children ,'  not  *  little  children.’  It 
is  an  error,  to  suppose,  that  diminutive  nouns  always  intend 
youngness,  or  littleness;  for  they  sometimes  denote  endear¬ 
ment,  and  even  sometimes  contempt.  Purver,  in  his  transla¬ 
tion,  with  a  view  to  greater  accuracy,  ridiculously  rendered 
xyvag/a  (Matt.  xv.  26),  1  puppies' — ‘  it  is  not  well  to  take 
‘  the  children’s  bread,  and  throw  to  puppies whereas,  xui^/a 
here  designs  the  common  dogs  which  infest  the  towns  of 
the  East :  so,  St.  Paul  does  not  intend  4  young  women  ’  by 
ywuixa^iu  (2  Tim.  in.  6),  but  silly  and  trifling  women,  of  all 
ages. 

In  Hebrew  proper  names  which  ought  to  be  enounced 
with  the  sound  of  K ,  but  which  the  Latin  has  written  with 
the  letter  C,  I  have  restored  the  K  where  the  initial  letter 
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ought  to  preserve  that  sound,  but  where  the  Latin  orthography 
renders  the  enunciation  doubtful :  as,  Kidrun  for  Cedron , 
Kenchrea  for  Cenchrea ,  Kephas  for  Cephas ,  Kish  for  Cis. 
AVhere  that  sound  is  preserved,  even  in  the  Latin  orthography, 
as  before  a  and  o,  I  have  retained  the  C  (except  in  the 
appellation  Koi'ban),  to  avoid  an  air  of  idle  innovation. 
I  have  retained  it  also  in  the  words  of  Latin  origin,  Ceesar, 
and  Ccesarea ;  and  even  in  the  Greek  names,  Cilicia  and 
Cyprus ,  which  long  prescription  has  familiarly  established 
amongst  us,  in  their  Latin  form  and  enunciation. 

With  respect  to  the  standard  of  English  which  I  have 
observed  in  this  revision,  I  have  abandoned  some  forms 
which  have  fallen  into  disuse,  however  grammatically  defen¬ 
sible.  Thus,  I  have  rejected  the  ancient  form  *  ate, '  for  the 
preterit  of  the  verb  ‘  to  eat,  notwithstanding  the  suggestion 
of  my  accurate  printer.  Long  custom  has  now  established 
the  form  ‘  eat  *  (as  *  read  ’),  both  for  the  present  and  past 
tense ;  every  body  being  aware,  that  in  the  present  tense  it  is 
to  be  pronounced  long ,  and  in  the  past  tense  short ,  although 
our  forefathers  appear  to  have  pronounced  it  long. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  have  resisted  the  pedantic  accuracy 
that  condemns  the  ancient  phrase  i  from  thence and  demands 
the  invariable  use  of  ‘  thence ,’  without  the  preposition.  The 
Greek  has  its  redundant  particles,  which  are  pronounced 
elegancies;  and,  as  the  Latin  has  both  ‘  inde’  and  ‘  exinde,' 
so  may  we  say,  either  ‘  thence '  or  1  from  thence according  as 
euphony  directs  us;  for,  there  is  often  an  abruptness  in  *  thence' 
alone,  which  is  offensive  to  the  ear.  Johnson  calls  the  latter 


a  ‘  vicious  mode  of  speech ,'  and  applies  the  same  judgment  to 
‘  hence,'  and  ‘  whence ;  but,  as  he  cites  Spenser,  Shakspear, 
and  Milton  for  its  use,  I  shall  take  the  liberty  of  regarding 
those  high  and  old  authorities  a9  evidences  of  the  consistency 
of  the  phrase  *  from  thence with  the  genius  of  our  English 


language.  Servius,  reasoning  on  1  exinde  ’  and  ‘  deinde,'  as 


Johnson  on  *  from  thence says,  “  Exinde ,  una  pars  orationis 


“  est,  et  in  tertia  a  fine  acceutum  liabet,  licet  pen  ultima 


fi  longa  sit :  quod  ideo  factum  est,  ut  ostenderetur  una  pars 
“  esse  orationis ,  ne  Prcepositio  jungeretur  Adcerbio,  quod 
i  vitiosum  esse  non  dubium  est” — ( ad  Virg.  j£n.  vi.  743)  : 
and  Donatus,  the  grammarian,  also  says :  “  Pnepositio  sepa- 
“  ratim  adverbiis  non  applicabitur,  quamvis  legerimus  exinde. 
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“  dehinc,  &c\  ;  sed  hcec  tanquam  unam  partem  orationis  sub 
“  uno  accentu  pronunciabimvs.” — (Putsch.  Gr.  Lat.  p.  1761.) 
But,  this  sophistry  does  not  alter  the  fact,  that  ‘  ex-inde,' 
and  *  de-inde /  are  really  combinations  of  the  prepositions  ‘  ex,’ 
and  ‘  de,  with  the  adverb  *  inde  ;*  wherefore,  another  Latin 
grammarian,  Diomede,  sensibly  remarks :  “  Adverbiis  addi 
“  praepositiones  quam  plurimi  negant ;  sed  tamen  lecturn 
“  invenimus  *  exinde,’  '  abhinc /  ”  &c.  (ib.  p.  401.)  The  truth 
is,  that  these  are  irregularities  in  principle,  to  be  found  in 
all  languages,  which  custom,  or  convenience,  has  rendered 
practically  regular:  no  Latin  writer  uses  de-inde,  ex-inde, 
pro- inde,  more  frequently  than  Cicero. 

The  signs  of  the  future  tense,  *  will,'  and  1  shall /  have 
also  undergone  very  general  alteration  in  this  revision. 
“  It  is  difficult,”  observes  Johnson,  u  to  shew-  or  limit  the 
“  significations  of  those  signs,  which  foreigners  and  provincials 
“  confound  yet,  the  general  limitation  of  them,  as  it  chiefly 
concerns  our  version,  is  not  very  difficult.  When  we  say, 
‘  it  will  rain/  we  simply  allege  a  result ;  but,  One  only  can 
say,  *  it  shall  rain.’  When,  therefore,  our  Lord,  or  an 
heavenly  messenger,  simply  foreshews  a  result,  we  are  to 
render  the  future  by  *  will ;  but,  where  our  Lord  speaks, 
expressly,  as  the  author  and  designer  of  that  result,  or  where 
a  heavenly  messenger  conveys  a  command,  we  are  to  render 
by  ‘shall:'  as  in  Matt.  i.  21,  where  our  version  has,  u  she 
“  shall  bring  forth  a  son,  and  thou  shalt  call  his  name 
“  Jesus;”  we  should  render,  “  she  will  bring  forth  a  son, 
“  and  thou  shalt  call  his  name  Jesus.”  The  want  of  due 
attention  to  this  distinction,  has  tended  extensively  to  con¬ 
found  those  two  signs  in  our  English  version. 

There  are  some  words  of  the  Greek,  which,  by  being 
rendered  differently  into  English  in  different  passages  of  our 
common  version,  tend  to  induce  the  mind  to  suppose,  that 
some  variation  or  modification  of  meaning  is  designed  by 
varying  the  translation  ;  to  use  the  words  of  Erasmus  above 
cited  ;  “  h(EC  varietas  interpretandi  ansam  errandi  preebet , 
“  dum  aliud  quiddam  a  Paulo  did  putant,  quum  apud  ilium 
“  eadem  sit  vox.”  Such  are  the  words  aya,^,  rendered 
sometimes  love ,  and  sometimes  charity ;  exXexroe,  sometimes 
rendered  elect ,  and  sometimes  chosen.  As  no  difference  of 
meaning  is  designed  in  the  Greek,  in  those  places,  it  is 
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important  that  the  English  reader  should  be  guarded  against 
all  occasion  of  error  in  that  respect;  I  have  therefore  uni¬ 
formly  rendered  ayam j,  love ,  and  ex\exro$,  chosen .  The  verb 
cgoog/gto>  which  our  version  renders  “ determine  before”  in 
Acts,  iv.  28,  and  1  Cor.  ii.  7,  is  changed  to  “ predestinate  ” 
in  Rom.  viii.  29,  30,  and  Eph.  i.  5,  11,  only  because  the 
Latin  had  employed  the  word  “  pr a destinof  in  those  places. 

I  have  therefore  excluded  il  predestinate”  from  the  text, 
and  have  rendered  “  fore-ordained in  all  those  places.  In 
Rom.  v.  11,  we  find  the  word  atonement ,  for  xaraXXayjj,  in 
our  English  version,  and  it  has  been  idly  remarked,  “  that 
“  it  is  the  only  place  where  the  wrord  atonement  occurs  in 
“  the  N.  T. but  as,  in  the  immediate  context,  and  in  all 
other  places,  it  is  rendered,  reconciliation ,  I  have  bo  rendered 
it  in  this  place  also.  (See  annot.  to  this  last  passage.) 

There  are,  likewise,  a  few  passages  in  which  the  same 
sentence  recurs  in  the  Greek;  but  its  identity  is  lost  to  the 
English  reader,  from  being  differently  worded  in  the  different 
passages.  Such  are, 

f  all  the  tribes  of  the  earth  shall  mourn ,  Malt. 
-raotn  tti  Qukai  rns  yne  <  xxiv.  30. 

I  all  kindreds  of  the  earth  shall  wail ,  Rev.  i.  7- 

r  vengeance  is  mine,  I  will  repay,  Rom.  xii.  19. 
ifioi  mimnn (,  iya/  *vTx*oba>trm,  .  ^  vengeance  belongetb  unto  me,  I  will  recom- 

(  pense,  Heb.  x.  30. 

{there  shall  come  scoffers,  2  Pet.  lii.  3. 
there  should  be  mockers,  Jude,  18. 

this  diversity  has  probably  arisen  from  the  distribution  of 
different  portions  of  the  text  to  different  revisers,  without 
afterwards  reducing  the  several  portions  to  one  common 
standard  of  expression. 

It  may  here  be  observed,  that  there  is  an  ellipsis  very 
frequently  employed  by  the  Greek  writers,  both  sacred  and 
profane,  an  oversight  of  which,  in  some  important  passages 
of  the  former,  has  caused  erroneous  interpretations  of  those 
passages.  In  contrasting  two  sentences,  the  full  expression 
of  which  should  be  rendered  by  ou  or  povov,  *  not  only  ’ — 
aXXa  xca,  ‘  but  also,’ — ^ovov,  1  only ,’  and  r.at%  *  also are  often 
suppressed  ;  and  the  particle  aXXa,  at  the  beginning  of  the 
second  sentence,  alone  remains  to  shew  the  construction 
designed  by  the  writer.  Macknight  has  occasion  to  give  the 
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same  caution,  in  his  note  to  James,  ii.  22  ;  “  As  in  many 
“  passages  of  Scripture,  so  in  this,  the  word  ‘  only *  is  wanting, 
44  and  must  be  supplied.”  Bloomfield  also,  on  Matt.  v.  46, 
observes;  44  here  there  is  the  very  frequent  ellipsis  of  pavo*.” 
Sometimes,  aXXa  is  replaced  by  the  particle  6e. 1  Of  the  first 
of  these  cases,  we  have  an  example  in  2  Cor.  v.  13;  and,  of 
the  second,  a  most  important  one  in  Rom.  iv.  5. 

16.  With  respect  to  the  form  of  this  Revision  ;  it  will 
probably  be  thought,  that  I  ought  to  have  employed  a  con¬ 
tinued  text,  noting  the  verses  on  the  margin.  This  would, 
perhaps,  have  been  the  rule  prescribed  by  general  reasoning, 
and  perhaps  also  by  a  refined  taste.  But,  the  Sacred  Scrip¬ 
tures  hold  a  position  distinct  from  that  of  every  other  writing 
to  be  perused  by  men  ;  and  ought  always  to  be  considered 
with  reference  to  that  position.  Under  that  distinction,  what 
is  unsuitable  to  other  writings,  is  peculiarly  appropriate  to 
them ;  and  the  propriety  is  rather  to  be  found  by  actual 
experience,  than  by  deduction  from  general  reasoning. 

My  first  object  in  making  the  Revision,  is,  to  put  every 
English  reader  in  possession  of  the  pure  text;  freed  from  all 
spurious  accretions.  The  recovery  of  a  true  text,  in  any 
obscure  or  doubtful  passage,  is  alone  sufficient  to  relieve  the 
biblical  reader  from  many  dull  and  disappointing  pages  of 
attempted  explanation,  which  generally  increases  in  quantity, 
in  proportion  as  the  expositor  feels  his  inability  to  afford  to 
his  reader  a  clear  and  conclusive  interpretation  ;  and,  when 
this  is  the  case,  it  will  as  generally  be  found,  that  the  com¬ 
mentator  is  labouring  in  vain,  to  explain  what  is  essentially 
inexplicable,  not  from  being  a  profound  and  recondite 
passage,  but  either  a  false  and  vitiated  reading,  or  an  in¬ 
veterate  misacceptation  :  for,  most  of  the  perplexities  which 
arise  in  reading  the  received  or  common  text ,  are  consequences 
of  the  depravation  of  the  copies  during  the  dark  ages . 

17.  My  second  object,  is  to  adapt  the  revision  to  the 
level  of  every  mind,  and  therefore,  to  that  of  minds  least 
practised  and  disposed  to  attention  and  reflection.  Now, 

1  “  Et  pouitur  (3()  pro  aXXa  discrelivo  et  adversativo,  —  vcl  polius  dicam, 
“  seuieiitije  diversae  am  ad  versanti  addiiur,  ita  ut  vicein  m  explore 

“  videatur.”—  (lloogevecn  de  Part.,  p.  113,  §  5,  ed.  Schulz.) 
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the  popular  division  of  the  text  into  separate  verses,  though 
but  of  modern  origin,  and  devised  for  a  very  different  pur¬ 
pose,  gives  prominence  to  every  sentence  in  its  succession  ; 
and,  in  the  same  degree,  attracts  attention  to  every  sen¬ 
tence  :  many  of  which  would  be  passed  over,  by  many 
readers,  with  slight  or  no  regard,  if  they  lay  undistinguished 
in  a  continued  text.  Trading  convoys  always  regulate  the 
progress  of  their  fleet  by  the  ability  of  the  slowest  sailer, 
however  irksome  the  delay  may  be  to  the  impatience  of 
the  swifter  movers :  that  practice  manifests  the  principle 
that  ought  to  govern  in  the  publication  of  a  Book  imparted 
for  the  welfare  of  the  most  simple,  as  much  as  for  that  of 
the  most  enlightened  and  sagacious.  This  practical  reason 
has  determined  me  to  risk  all  criticism  as  to  taste ;  and  to 
present  the  text  in  that  form  which  long  habit  and  experience 
proves  to  be  the  most  generally  useful,  to  every  class  and 
description  of  reader.  The  only  particular  in  which  I  have 
deviated  from  our  common  form,  is  that  of  beginning  each 
verse  with  a  smaller  letter,  where  it  is  the  continuation  of  a 
paragraph  or  relation ;  and  of  putting  a  capital  letter,  only 
where  it  follows  a  full  stop,  and  begins  a  paragraph. 
Whereas,  the  common  custom  has  been,  to  begin  each  verse 
indiscriminately  with  a  capital  letter,  whether  it  commences 
a  paragraph,  or  is  a  fractional  part  of  a  paragraph. 

18.  I  have  reflectively  abstained  from  altering  the  com¬ 
monly  received  order  of  the  Gospels,  and  also  of  the  Epistles, 
from  experiencing  the  confusion,  without  proportionate  utility, 
which  it  produces  in  Macknight’s  Commentary.  The  order 
of  the  books  is,  indeed,  diversified  in  different  MSS. ;  but 
it  would  now  be  a  wanton  innovation,  to  change  the  order 
which  has  been  universally  adopted  since  the  invention  of 
printing. 

I  have,  in  a  few  instances,  altered  the  divisions  of  chap¬ 
ters  ;  where  I  have  done  so,  the  reasons  for  the  alterations 
will  be  apparent.  In  1  Thess.  c.  iv.  of  this  Revision,  the 
reason  for  a  new’  division  will  be  very  manifest,  since  that 
chapter  is  now  made  to  combine  the  w  hole  of  a  most  mo¬ 
mentous  subject,  which,  in  the  common  text,  is  divided  and 
distributed  to  two  other  chapters,  with  whose  matter  it  is 
wholly  unconnected. 
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The  common  division  of  verses  (made  originally  by 
Robert  Stephens,  in  1551,  on  bis  journey  from  Paris  to 
Lyons,  and  exhibiting  abundant  evidence  that  it  was  not 
made  in  his  study),  has  been  corrected  according  to  the  sense 
and  import  of  the  matter.  This  alteration  will  certainly 
cause  some  disturbance  to  the  references  of  Concordances ,  for 
which  object  alone  Stephens  contrived  the  divisions ;  but,  the 
equation  table  of  Correspondence  of  Chapters  prefixed  to  the 
4  Revision ,*  will  a  good  deal  diminish  that  disturbance.  I  can¬ 
not  agree  with  Michaelis,  who,  while  he  condemned  Stephens*9 
division  because  “  the  interpretation  has  suffered  greatly  by 
“  it,  for,  a  verse  often  ends  at  the  wrong  place,  against  the 
“  sense  of  the  passage  —  wished  that  the  verses  had  been 
“  formed,  not  from  the  sense ,  but  from  the  number  of  letterst 
14  like  the  stichi  of  the  ancients.” — (Vol.  ii.  p.  328-9.) 
Such  a  mode  of  division  might  have  suited  learned  scholars, 
but  it  would  ill  have  suited  the  far  more  numerous  classes 
whose  instruction  I  have  principally  in  view. 

With  regard  to  the  annotations,  I  have  almost  entirely 
confined  them  to  the  particular  occasions  of  the  present 
Revision.  I  have  endeavoured  to  supply  the  reader,  briefly, 
with  the  necessary  elucidations  and  references  ;  but  I  have 
been  careful,  from  iny  own  experience,  to  abstain  as  much 
os  possible  from  oppressing  him  with  dilated  and  dissertatory 
notes.  Those  who  are  ambitious  to  enter  the  Babel  of 
expositors ;  or,  to  launch  forth  on  the  iinmensurable  ocean 
of  commentation,  where  they  must  steer  a  toilsome  course 
through  conflicting  currents,  making  little  head-way  unless 
they  resign  themselves  altogether  to  one  or  other  of  those 
impulses ;  will  find  their  labour  considerably  facilitated 
by  Dr.  Bloomfield’s  elaborate  and  voluminous  “  Recensio 
u  Synoptica the  Poll  Synopsis  of  the  present  day :  those 
who  would  avoid  so  arduous  and  extensive  an  enterprise, 
will  find  the  sum  of  that  learned  work  reduced,  with  admir¬ 
able  concentration,  into  the  same  learned  divine’s  notes  to  his 
edition  of  the  “  Greek  Testament.”  But,  they  must  keep  in 
mind,  that  all  those  learned  recensions  and  annotations  are 
directed,  with  a  very  strong  bias,  toward  the  “  received  text,” 
and  consequently,  from  the  text  of  that  most  ancient  MS., 
whose  paramount  authority  is  asserted  in  the  present  Revi¬ 
sion  :  by  which  difference,  I  have  been  regretfully  brought 
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into  frequent  collision  with  the  judgments  and  conclusions  of 
that  learned  scholar  and  critic. 

The  verbal  differences  between  the  two  texts  here  opposed, 
which  can  in  any  degree  affect  the  sense  of  the  translation, 
are  pointed  out  in  the  annotations.  Those  differences  which 
are  purely  philological  minutice ,  and  which  would  properly 
pertain  to  an  edition  of  the  Greek  text  only,  are  not  noticed  ; 
as  they  would  tend  to  swell  this  work  beyond  the  limits  of 
its  purpose.  The  reader  is  to  understand,  generally,  that  all 
words  and  clauses  omitted  in  this  Revision,  which  are  found 
in  our  common  version  adapted  to  the  received  Greek  text, 
are  absent  also  from  the  text  of  the  Vatican  manuscript ;  and 
that  they  are,  therefore,  to  be  regarded,  and  accounted,  as 
‘  italic  insertions'  introduced  by  the  critics  of  the  middle 
ages. 

I  have  abstained  from  loading  the  margins  with  scriptural 
references ;  being  sensible  from  experience,  that  the  multitude 
of  references,  alone,  deters  most  readers  from  consulting  any  : 
especially  when  they  find,  how  remote  many  of  them  are  from 
the  immediate  subject  with  which  their  mind  is  engaged ;  and, 
how  much  the  pursuit  of  them  all  must  interrupt  them  in  the 
perusal.  I  have  therefore  inserted  such  only  as  appeared 
to  me  to  bear  immediately  on  the  present  passage ;  and 
which,  by  their  paucity,  may  chance  to  attract,  rather  than 
repel;  hut  I  have  copied  none  from  any  printed  margin. 

I  have  given  the  text,  without  adding  heads  or  titles  of 
chapters,  in  this  first  edition  ;  my  immediate  object  being,  to 
bring  that  text  into  a  printed  form.  “  Notwithstanding  the 
“  great  pains  taken  in  the  first  edition,”  says  Cruden,  in  the 
preface  to  the  second  edition  of  his  elaborate  Concordancey 
“  there  was  room  for  improvement,  which  could  not  so  well 
“  be  done  in  the  manuscript  copy,  as  in  the  printed”  This 
last  observation,  expresses  an  important  experimental  fact ; 
for,  defects  which  escape  the  closest  vigilance  amid  the  cor¬ 
rections  and  erasures  of  hand-writing ,  or  even  in  the  process 
of  correcting  proof-sheets ,  reveal  themselves  readily,  when 
brought  to  the  plain  and  lucid  exposure  of  a  printed 
volume.1 


1  Tims,  I  already  perceive  that,  in  the  marginal  reference  from  Matt.  xvi. 
1 1, —  1  Cor.  iii.  2,  should  have  been,  I  Cor.  iii.  11. 
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19.  To  conclude  : — These,  and  the  following  collections, 
made  during  the  progress  of  a  long  life,  I  feel  it  a  sacred 
duty  to  communicate,  to  my  own  family  and  to  the  Christian 
world.  I  regret,  that  the  object  which  I  have  endeavoured 
to  effect  in  this  undertaking  (namely,  to  unite  in  one  practical 
result,  available  to  every  description  of  reader,  the  lights 
which  have  been  continually  accruing  for  the  ulterior  eluci¬ 
dation  of  the  Sacred  Volume,  during  the  225  years  which 
have  elapsed  since  the  date  of  the  last  revision  of  our  English 
version),  has  not  engaged  the  service  of  more  eminent  abilities; 
but,  since  that  has  been  the  case,  1  shall  not  feel  myself 
justly  chargeable  with  presumption,  or  obtrusion,  in  having 
taken  up  a  ground  which  I  have  found  to  be  altogether 
unclaimed,  and  unoccupied  ;  especially,  as  I  cannot  but  be 
sensible,  that  it  must  contribute  a  new  stimulus  to  research 
into  the  volume  of  the  ‘  New  Covenant  *  in  this  concluding 
period  of  its  Dispensation:- — xai  tv  Tovrtfj  xcugv,  aXXa  xai 
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E  Cod.  Vat.  n.  1209. 

I  s  exspectata  prorsus  atque  singulari  quad  a  in  benevolentia  munus 
mihi  delatum  est,  finem  feriarum  veneranda  Vim  Magxifici  auc- 
loritate,  Pathumque  aim®  Albertina  amplissimorum,  vobis  palam 
denuntiandi,  Cives  Academici,  vosque  admonendi,  ut  alacriter  ad 
Academi®  hujus  exedras  convoletis,  variis  pro  vit®  conditione,  cui 
vosmetipsos  devovistis,  doctrin®  studiis  morumque  pr®ceptis  per- 
colere  animum  adnisi,  quorum  ilia  splendoris  amittunt  magnam 
partem  atque  utilitatis,  horum  nisi  face  refulgeant,  et  lumine  col- 
luslrata,  vel  etiam  moderamine  teneantur,  tam  nobis  ipsis  salulari, 
quam  in  omnes  benefico.  Tanta  vero  cum  sint  sedul®  et  assidu® 
juventuti  decora  conquirenda,  nullo  non  tempore  maximam  probo- 
rum  omnium  existimationem,  et  per  omnem  vitam  in  rebus  agendis 
atque  sustinendis  suavissimam  fiduciam  ac  levamen  Vobis  com- 
paratura,  integram  et  vegetam  ®tatem,  Cives  optimi ,  viresque  in- 
tendite,  kx)  u tyavtTrt, 

Obtigit  mihi  nuperrime,  ita  esse  felicem,  ut  inter  varios  libros 
manuscriptos,  quos  Conservatores  atque  Custodes  splendidissim® 
bibliothec®  summi  Galliarum  Imperaloris  eximia  humanitate  mihi 
examinandos  concessere,  pr®stanlissimum  codicem  Vaticanum 
pertractare  liceret;  quod  tunc  temporis  jucundissimum  mihi  jam  eo 
gratius  accidit,  cum  videam,  me  inde  conquisivisse  materiem,  aliquo 
munusculo  Vos  demerendi  non  indigno  et  vestro,  et  forsitan  doc- 
torum  hominum  assensu.  Tanta  enim  est  hujus  libri  antiquitas, 
ut,  exceptis  voluminibus,  qu®  ruina  Herculani  ultra  septemdecim 
secula  occultavit,  pauci  sint,  qui  cum  eo  in  certamen  descendere 
possint.  Tanta  etiam  ejus  longe  lateque  fama  fuit,  ut,  quasi  in 
opulentissima  et  omni  librorum  genere  instructissima  bibliotheca 
solus  esset,  per  excellentiam  Vaticanus  audiret. 

Sed,  quod  s®pius  fieri  videmus,  quo  inajora  ex  una  parte  en¬ 
comia  in  rem  aliquam  cumulantur,  eo  severiores  etiam  ex  alia 
censuras  pronasci,  idem  libro  quoque  Vaticano  evenit,  atque  variuni 
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et  anceps  de  eo  judicium  ad  nos  usque  obtinuit.1  Hsec  diversitas 
opinionum  magnam  partem  inde  traxit  originem,  quod  bibliothecae 
pontificiae  praefecti,  etiamsi  antiqui  fcederis  documenta,  Sixto  V. 
Pontifice  Maximo,  ad  litteram  ejus  fuerint  typis  evulgata,2  propter 
varietatem  lectionis  quoad  Novum  Testamentum,  qua  ab  aliis,  potis- 
simum  a  Latinis  exemplaribus  declinare  videbatur,  codicem  raro 
cuiquam  aut  non  nisi  obiter  inspiciendum  concesserint.*  Inde 
magis  ex  peregrinatorum  rumoribus  aut  vagis  relationibus,  quam 
justo  examine  de  ejus  eetate  disceptatum  est  usque  ad  virum  clariss. 
Andream  Birchium,  nomarchiee  Some  et  ad  eedem  Eotschildiee 
prsepositum,  qui  eum  solertius  examinavit,  atque  momenta  in 
medium  adduxit,  e  quibus  certiora  edocerentur  prudentes  et  eequi 
existimatores.4 

1  Maldonatus, Comtnentar.  in  Jo.  vii.  8,  de  eo:  “  Codex  ....  antiquissimus 
“  ille  Vaticanus  toto  terrarum  orbe  celeberrimus.’1  Ex  altera  parte,  Elias  du 
Pin  magni  quid  dixisse  videri  volebat,  cum  eum  K  mille  annis  antiquiorem," 
(i.  e.  seculo  vii.)  scrip  turn,  pronunciaret.  —  ( Dissertation  preliminaire,  on  Pro- 
legomenea  sur  la  Bible,  lib.  ii.  c.  iii.  §  2.)  Omnera  fere  fidem  superant,  qu® 
J.  Millius,  vir  haud  vulgaris  doctrin®,  de  hoc  codice  protulit,  non  veritus  “illi 
“  comparare  Laudianum  sign.  c.  G3.  quinimo  anteferre.” — ( Proleg .  in  N.  T. 
n.  1090.  collat.  n.  143G-39.) 

3  'H  IlaXaia  AjaSrixri  xxra  rout  'E0$o/J.yxe*ra  Vi  auBtunas  Suarov  If  ax^ov 
a^u^tuf  tK^oSutra  “  Vetus  Testamentum  juxta  Septuaginta  ex  auctoritate  Sixti 
“  V.  Pont.  Max.  editum.”  Rom®,  ex  typographia  Francisci  Zanetti.  A.  1507. 

3  Ipse  Montfauconius  integrum  s®pe  diem  in  hanc  bibliothecam  inclusus, 
codicem  non  sine  summa  festinatione  vidit,  ut  ex  iis  adparet,  qu®  de  illo  refert 
in  Diar.  Ital.  c.  20,  p.  277*  Ita  testis  oculatus  E.  R.  (».  e.  Eusebius  Renaudot, 
ut  putant)  ad  quern  provocat  le  Long.  Biblioth.  Sacr.  t.  i.  c.  3.  sect.  4,  codicem 
vel  oscitanter  inspexit,  vel  temporis  angustia  exclusus  nil  dignum  doctrina  sua 
observare  potnit.  Facile  igitur  pr®videudum  erat,  editioni,  quam  abbas  Spoletti 
ante  aliquot  decennia  moliebatur,  obstitum  iri.  Rationes,  quibus  prohibebatur 
a  publicatione  codicis,  exposuit  clariss.  Adler  in  Epistola  iuserta  Bibliothecae 
Orient.  Exeget.  J.  Davidis  Micbaelis,  tom.  xxii.  p.  171* 

4  An  editores  bibliorum  Complnteusium  aliquam  nostri  codicis  notitiam 
habuerint,  consul ta  utraque  eorum  prsfatione,  6ubobscurum  est ;  sed  ex  coo- 
tentionibus,  qu®  posthac  inter  Erasmtim  et  Ilispanos  emerserunt,  patet,  eos 
saltern  de  hoc  libro  ejusque  antiqui  Late  aliqua  inaudisse-  Confer  Wetstenii 
Proleg.  in  TV.  T.  edit.  Semler.  pp.  G4,  G5.  Innotescere  plenius  primum  ccepit 
ex  pr®fat.  in  editionem  V.  T.  Gr®cam,  juxta  lectionem  ejus  ad  verbum,  ut 
aiuut,  expressam  qu®  prodiit  Rom®,  1587,  sub  pontificatu  Sixti.  Sed  occupatur 
b®c  prafatio  unice  in  describenda  ea  parte,  qu®  V.  T.  amplectitur.  Codicis 
deinde  patronum  egit  J.  Morinus  in  exercitatiouibus  biblicis  passim,  in  quibus 
eum  a  6uspicione,  quod  ad  vulgatam  aut  Latinos  libros  refictus  sit,  liberare 
conatus  est,  quin  ejus  pal®ograplii®  et  notis  antiquitatis  multum  luminis 
accesserit.  Alii  deinceps  in  hac  suspicione  augenda  operain  posuerunt,  inter 
quos  eminet  Ern.  Grabius  in  pr®fat.  in  suam  ru*  O.  editionem ;  alii  in  refel- 
leuda.  Quoad  Novum  Test,  deseriptionem  libri  succinctam  dedit  primus  Laur. 
Alex.  Zacagni  in  Collectaneis  Monum.  Vet.  Eccles.  Gt<bc.  ao  Lat.  Rom®,  1698, 
§  45.  Ejus  uutiquitatem  asserere  conatus  est,  potissimum  ex  similitudine  cha- 
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Subterfugerc  tamen  complura  doctissimum  virum,  non  quod 
illi  ingenium  deesset,  aut  acumen  et  harum  rerum  peritia,  qu®  in 
illo  insunt  maxima;  sed  quod  de  exscribenda  lectionis  varietate 
solicitus,  eo  potissimum  intenderit  animum,  quo  etiam  labore  de 
arte  critica  prreclare  meruit.  Cum  igitur  codicis  lustrandi  mihi 
facultas  esset  omnis,  variaque  obvenissent,  qu®  pro  ejus  ®tate  rite 
determinanda  facere  videbantur,  mecum  constitui  ista  curatius  pro¬ 
sequi,  ratus,  si  quidpiam  sincerum  aut  probabile  inde  elicerem, 
discipline,  quam  diplomaticam  vocant,  aliquid  accessurum  com- 
modi  atque  augment!.  Quidquid  vero  in  hac  sparta  exornanda  a 
me  preestitum  fuerit,  id  jam  orane  habete,  Cives  optimi,  et  faventes 
excipite. 

Codex  Vaticanus ,  numero  1209  insignitus,  com  prehen  dit  Vetus 
atque  Novum  Testamentum  uno  volumine,  truncato  tamen  utraque 
extremitate,  initio  nimirum  et  fine.  Desunt  capita  Geneseos,  quot- 
quot  xLvnm.um  antecedunt,  et  post  caput  ix.  v.  14,  Epistol®  ad 
Hebrseos  omnia.  Observandum  vero  est,  post  Evangelia  et  Acta 
Apostolorum  sequi  epistolas  septem  catholicas,  et  deinceps  Paulum 
consueto  epistolarum  ordine  ad  secundam  usque  ad  Thessaloni- 
censes,  cui  subjungitur  inscripta  ad  Hebreos.  Ambae  igitur  ad 
Timotheum,  ilia  ad  Titum  et  Philemonem,  tanquam  collectio  epi¬ 
stolarum  ad  singulos  scriptarum,  quae  Epistolam  ad  Hebraeos  exci- 
pere  debebat,  interierunt.  Nec  adest  Apocalypsis ;  et  absunt  Iibri 
IVIachabaeorum.  E  corpore  vero  codicis  pessumiverunt  quaedam 
folia  Psalmorum ;  a  Psalmo  nimirum  cv.  usque  ad  Psalmum 
cxxxvin.  omnes  intermedii. 

Scriptus  est  in  membrana  laevissima,  supra  modum  tenui  et  vix 
non  pellucida,  manu  eleganti,  prompta  et  imperterrita,  ductu  sim- 
plicissimo,  et  quod  sibi  facile  quisquam  persuaserit  antiquitatis 
ignarus,  pennis  corvorum  ;  adeo  subtilia  sunt  lineamenta  litterarum, 
ubi  pinguior  ductus  in  acutum  excurrit.  Omnes  porro  litter® 


racterum  cum  iis  qui  in  cyclo  paschali  cathedraa  S.  Hipolyti  inscripto  conspi- 
ciuntur,  Chr.  Matth.  Pfaffius  in  Dissertat.  CriC.  de  genuinis  Libror.  N.  T.  Lee - 
lionibtis.  Amstelod.  1709,  c.  iii.  §  2,  p.  55.  Ab  aliis  laudari  video  Jo.  Sam. 
Hiciitel  Exercitat.  Crit.  de  Antiquitate  et  PrcEstantia  Cod.  Romani  pr<E  Alexun- 
drino.  Ienae,  173-1.  Hunc  exeepit  Jo.  Adam  Osiander  in  Orationum  Academi- 
cartim  triga ,  quarum  prima  agit  de  Cod.  Gt<bc.  N.  T.  Vaticano,  <£c.  Tubingae, 
1742,  qui  tamen,  nescio  quo  teste,  deeeptus,  qu®dem  descriptioni  iuseruifc 
nmuino  falsa,  non  indoctns  de  eaetero  judex,  si  veriora  rescivisset.  Ita  plane 
ultra  notitiam  codicis,  quam  Zacagnio  deberaus,  perexiguam,  nihil  fere  certi  de 
eo  in  medium  allatum  est  usque  ad  celeber.  Birciiiitm,  qui  ejus  descriptinnem 
publice  proposuit  primo  in  Jo.  Duv.  Jlichaelis  Riblioth.  Orient.  Exeget.  p.  xxiir. 
n.  351;  et  postea,  in  editione  ‘  EvangetiorS  sumptibus  regiis  adornata.  Ilavni®, 
1788,  in  Prajfat.  p.  xiii.  seq. 
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ita  sunt  comparat®,  ut  figura  quadrangula  aequilatcra  possint  cir- 
cumscribi :  earum  nulla  compressor  est,  aut  in  augustum  coarc- 
tata ;  sed  character,  quod  aiunt,  exacte  quadratus  est,  majusculus 
et  simillimus  illi,  qui  in  voluminibus  conspicitur  ex  Herculanensi 
strage  protractis.  Intelligentissimus  harum  rerum  arbiter,  quo 
tempore  abdit®  hujus  urbis  antiquitates  paullatim  coeperunt  inno- 
tescere,  doctis  hominibus  optimum  consilium  impertiri  sibi  vide- 
batur,  quandoquidem  desiderarent  efformare  animo  quandam  effi- 
giem  characterum  Herculanensium,  turn  quoad  magnitudinem,  turn 
quoad  figuram,  cum  eos  ad  bibliothec®  Vatican®  codicem  cele- 
berrimum  remitteret,  utpote  cujus  summa  cum  tills  similitudo  in- 
tercederet.1  Et  profecto,  quod  magnitudinem  attinet  litterarum, 
pauxillum  majores  parum  differunt  a  libro  Philodemi,  De  Musica , 
cujus  volumen  quartum  primum  Herculanensium  fuit,  quod  felici 
conatu  explicitum  atque  tabulis  ceneis  delineatnm  Neapoli  Cam- 
panorum  lucem  vidil.2 3  Id  quod  de  litterarum  magnitudine  valet, 
etiam  de  earum  ductu  et  forma  dici  potest,  in  qua  inter  utruinque 
monumentum  hoc  potissimum  discrimen  intercedit,  quod  Philodemi 
exemplar  raptim,  et  nulla  elegantiae  habita  ratione  scriptum,  atque, 
ut  putant,  autographum  partim  ex  ore  ejus  exceptum,  partim  e 
pugillaribus  aut  schedis  auctoris  cnotatum ;  noster  vero  codex 
calligraphi  manu  exaratus  sit. 

Omnes  caeterum  litterae  magnitudine  pares  sunt,  nisi  fors  spatium 
in  fine  line®  defecerit,  coegeritque  librarium  parcere  calamo  et 
contrahere  ductum.  Null®  vero  comparent  majores  et  initiates; 
nedum  in  initiis  singulorum  librorum  ;  sed  qu®  pr®figuntur  gran- 
diores  Matth®i,  Marci,  et  reliquorum  exordiis,  superaddit®  sunt, 
deleta  scriptura  prim®va,  ut  primo  obtutu  palam  est  librum  ape- 
rienti.  H®c  res  peculiaris  est  penitus  codici  Valicano  pr®ter 
Herculanensia  scripta :  reliqua,  e  quibus  primo  loco  commemorari 
meretur  celeberrimum  exemplar  Alexandrinum ,  atque  codex  Eph- 
ram  Syri  rescriptus  (Parisin.  Gr®c.  n.  9.  fol.),  sectiones  aut  initia 
pericoparum  littera  grandiuscula,  et  exstante  extra  aream,  indicant. 

Stngul®  etiam  litter®  adeo  arete  et  continuo  ordine  se  subse- 
quuntur,  ut  nusquam  divisis  aut  sejunctis  per  intervalla  vocibus 
dignoscendus  sit  finis  vocabuli  aut  initium,  sed  qu®libet  linea  unum 

1  Johann  Winckelmanns  Sendschreiben  von  den  Hercnlanischen  Entdeck- 

ungen  an  Heinrich  Reichsgrafen  von  Briihl.  Dresden,  1762.  4.  p.  80. 

3  Herculanensium  Voluminum  quaa  supersunt  Totnus  I.  (Neapoli,  1703),  e* 
typography  regia.  Opus  splendidum  in  fol.  xxxix.  tabulis  ornatum.  Qui 
vero  parcius,  aire  minuto,  in  Htteris  cupiunt  proficere,  adeant  celeberr.  Clir. 
Theoph.  de  Murr  Commentationem  de  Papyris ,  seu  Voluminibus  Grads  Ilercu- 
lanensibus,  4'c-  Argentorati  typ.  Levraut.  1804.  8. 
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lantum  continere  verbum  videatur.  Nequc  eliam  ad  separandas 
a  se  invicem  voces  aliquod  signum  undequaque  adpositum  cernitur, 
quale  in  codice  Alexandrino,  ut  rem  exemplo  illustremus,  frequen- 
tius  recurrit,  lineola  recnrva  superne  ad  litteram  adpicta.  In  ejus- 
modi  tan  turn  locis,  ubi  narratio  integra  absolvitur,  ant  in  epistolis 
finita  quadam  conceptuum  serie,  ubi  in  alia  transit  oratio,  dimidiae 
et  nonnunquam  integr®  litter*  intercapedo  vacua  remansit,  admo- 
nendi  causa  lectorem,  aliam  inchoare  narrationem,  vel  di versa m 
sententiarum  serie m  ordiri. 

Primitiva  tamen  facies  litterarum  rarissime  se  spectandam 
oflert:  pr®terquam  enim,  quod  atramentum  hie  illic  membranas 
adrosit,  atque  lineamenta  vocum  perlucent  quasi  a  tenuissimis 
vermiculis  exesa,  litterae  undique  adeo  expalluerunt,  ut  vix  non 
evanuissent  penitus,  nisi  posterior  manus  subvenisset,  qu®  eas 
summa  diligentia,  adcurate  sequendo  ductum  earum,  novo  atra- 
mento  inlevit.  Verum  in  hoc  conatu  emoriluras  litteras  juvandi 
non  est  substitum,  ut  ego  quidem  existimo  ;  sed  lapsu  temporis 
alius  quisquam  hnne  laboretn  repetiit  in  diversis  locis,  ubi  flavescens 
et  evanidus  color  opem  exegit.  In  compluribus  paginis  diversum 
a  secundo  illo  et  recentius  atramentum  facile  se  prodit,  quemad- 
modum  pagina  codicis  1491,  in  Epistola  ad  Galatas. 

Veteres  igilur  illi  et  prim®vi  characteres  ibi  tantum  comparent, 
ubi  calligraphus  aliqua  perperam  vel  bis  scripsit.  Ejusmodi  lit¬ 
teras,  aut  etiam  sententias  fato  suo  commiserunt  librarii,  qui  serius 
scripturam  renovarunt,  quin  sibi  facesserent  negotium  instaurandi 
colorem  litterarum  vocumque,  quas  abesse  primitus  oportebat,  et 
quibus  extinctis  exemplar  erat  correctius.  Imaginem  scriptur®, 
qualis  adparet  post  iteratas  librariorum  curas  ®ri  incidi  curavit 
Josephus  Blanchinus,1  in  qua  tamen,  sincera  licet  et  satis  bona, 
artis  critic®  peritus  nemo  adquiescet,  dum  comparatio  instituenda 
est  inter  diversorum  seculorum  characteres,  atque  ex  eorum  colla- 
tione  statuendum,  sed  exposcet  sibi  ob  oculos  poni  genuinum  ac 
nativum  calligraphi  ductum.  Quare  duo  loca  mihi  selegi,  qu®  bis 
occurrunt,  et  qu®  secunda  vice  per  errorera  scripta  intacta  relique- 
runt  manus  posteriores,  labore  supersedenles  delenda  instaurandi; 
unum  ex  Jo.  xiii.  14;  alterum  ex  Pauli  ad  Romanos  Epistola 
iv.  4,  desumtum,  qu®  in  fronte  hujus  pertractationis  proposui. 
Ea  scalptor,  si  non  ad  hilum,  haud  imperite  tamen  laniin®  in- 
scripsit;  quo  vero  quam  proxime  ad  exemplaris  speciem  acceda- 
mus,  opus  erit  cogitatione  litteris  pallorem  adjicere,  eteum  quidem, 
ut  fere  oculorum  aciem  subterfugiant. 

*  Blancliini  Evanydiarium  Quadrupled ’.  Parte  I.  ad  p.'ig.  cdxcii. 
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Codex  manifeste  nullam  habuit  interpunctionem.  Etenim  ne- 
dum  finita  orationis  serie,  ubi  ilia  spatio  vacuo  notatur,  quantum 
dimidia  et  quandoque  integra  littera  expleret ;  nedum  ibi  vestigium 
alicujus  puncti  adparet.  Et  posteriores  librarii,  qui  atramento 
novo  codicem  oblilterarunt,  nonnisi  raro  ausi  sunt  illi  signum 
aliquod  distinctionis  adiicere.  A  Matthaei  initio  usque  ad  caput 
vitu.m,  quatuor  tantum  puncta  occurrunt ;  frequentiora  sunt  in  Actis 
Apostolorum,  capite  potissimum  xxiv.  et  xxv.  Sed  atramentum, 
ab  illo  intermortuo  et  prim®vo  longe  diversum,  harum  distinctionum 
originem  arguit  inulto  juniorem.  Exstat  nonnisi  locus  unicus 
2  Cor.  hi.  15,  bis  scriptus,  quem  secunda  vice  repetitum  recen- 
tiores  scribse  non  attigerunt,  cui  ipsa  prima  manus  punctum  addidit 
hoc  fere  modo  ATTHNKEITAIHNIKA ;  verum,  cum  vergente  ad 
finem  spatio  litter®  prater  morem  coarctarentur,  opus  erat  eo  loco, 
qui  jam  solito  difficilior  evaserat,  indicare,  qua  ratione  in  hac  con- 
gestione  litterarum  voces  sejungere  oporteat,  ne  ex  obscuritate  lec- 
tionis  conjectur®  praposter®  et  errores  librariorum  enascerentur, 
qui  forte  hoc  exemplar  in  posterum  transscriberent. 

De  accentibus  vero  et  spirituum  signis  major  est  qutestio.  Si 
audimus  clariss.  Birchium,  a  prima  manu  lilteris  sunt  impositi ; 
et  licet  non  instaurarentur,  tamen  ffitatem  tulerunt :  Littera ,  ait, 
non  accentus  et  spiritus,  atramento  iterum  obductce  fuerunt ,  cum 
antiquior  scrip tura  cetate  fiavescere  incepisset.  Quamvis  mirari 
quis  posset,  cur  evanescentibus  fere  litteris,  minutissima  accentuum 
lineamenta  non  disperiissent,  codicem  tamen  ita  persuasus  acccssi, 
atque  evolvi,  etiamsi  atramentum  plerumque  spissius  primo  intuitu 
ac  recentius  adpareret,  collatum  cum  colore  litterarum  et  vocum, 
quae  secundam  manum  non  sunt  expert®.  Posteaquam  vero  vitreis 
oculum  adjuvi,  diversitas  atramenti  multo  distinctius  se  prodidit; 
quod  autem  medium  colorem  servet  inter  utrumque,  vividiorem 
veteri  illo  et  emortuo,  et  hebetiorem  recens  litteris  superadd ito, 
ratio  in  promptu  est:  antiqu®  litter®  fungebantur  vice  fundi,  cui 
novus  color  superinductus  fortius  emicat;  accentus  vero  et  spiritus, 
eodem  licet  recentiori  atramento  depicti,  remissius  fulgent,  cum 
nullo  antiquiori  fundo  incubent,  qui  colorem  elevaret.  Et  si  in 
uno  alteroque  loco,  quod  pr®cipue  obtinet  Coloss.  i.  22,  in  voce 
* rectos ,  propius  ad  pallorem  veteris  litter®  accedant ;  observandum 
est,  minutas  hasce  lineolas,  non  exundante  calamo,  sed  parcius 
intincto  et  acie  calami  prognatas,  initio  statim  languidiores  esse, 
et  posthac  maturius  expallescere. 

Sed  illud  magis  me  permovit,  cum  viderem,  ubicunque  nativus 
calligraphi  ductus  nitet  intaminatus,  et  nulla  serioris  atramenti 
tinctura  obrutus,  in  omnibus  iis  vocibus  et  sententiis  nullos  spiritus, 
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nulla  peuitus  accenluum  signa  deprehendi.  Exiiule  facile  augur- 
abar,  liccc  omnia  iis  dcberi,  qui  litteras  novo  colore  imbuerunt. 
Juvat  haec  loca  in  Ires  classes  dispescere,  et  de  singulis  ex  ordine 
dicere. 

Alia  sunt,  quae  habent  signuin  reprobationis  a  prima  manu  ad- 
jectum ;  hoc  quoad  litteras,  ant  vocem  non  nisi  unicam,  consistit 
in  punctis  vertici  litterarum  impositis,  quae  in  Herculanensibus 
cliartis  eadem  significatione  adhibentur.1  En  e  nostro  codice 
exempla,  Jo.  xvn.  15,  IIONHPOTNHPOT ;  Act.  xxv.  25,  AYTOT- 
AETOTIIATAOT ;  confer  Marc.  vi.  31  ;  Acts,  xxm.  7.  Totas 
autem  sententias  uncis  inclusit,  quemadmodum  Matth.  xxvi.56,57. 
E4>rrON'OIAEKPATHcANTEcE$TrON’OIAEKPATHcANTEcTOX- 
IIIcOTN  .  .  ;  aut,  Matth.  xxi.  4,  'nAEPXieHTOPHGENAIATOT’- 
IIAEPn0HTOPH0ENAlATOT ;  et  Rom.  iv.  4,  ubi  secunda  vice 
scripta  sunt,  ’MIcGOcOrAOriZETAlKATAXAriNAAAAKATA- 
OOIAHMA'.  Locus  Rom.  ix.  18,  ONAE0EAEIEAEIE  bis  scriptus, 
solus,  in  quem  incidi,  rasus  est  a  sordida  manu,  indiligenter ; 
minime  tamen  deletus.  Sordes  hominis  monstrant,  eum  non  esse 
calligraphum  nostrum,  qui  codicem  per  omnia  nitidissime  liabuit. 

Alia  vero  sunt,  quae  non  reprobata  a  primo  librario,  diversitatcm 
tantum  lectionis  in  margine  adnotatam  exhibent,  in  codice  quodam 
inventam.  Ejusmodi  voces,  quibus  juxta  aream  adscripta  lectio 
diversa  respondet,  posteriores  manus  in  contextu  non  obduxerunt ; 
quemadmodum  Matth.  xm.  52,  e<7re»,  cui  in  margine  respondet, 
Myt i  (tvTois ;  Matth.  xiv.  5,  e^rei  ante  is  ?rgo^«ri)v ;  in  margine  «t<. 
Matth.  xvi.  4,  etiTUi  in  margine  tn-tgnret.  Matth.  xxii.  10,  o  wtu- 

;  in  margine  yctpcog,  etc. 

Cuncta  haec,  turn  ea,  quae  signo  reprobationis  notantur,  turn 
etiam  ea,  quibus  discrepans  lectio  juxta  adjungitur;  cuncta  haec 
recentior  calamus  non  infecit,  atque  plane  nusquam  ullum  accen- 
tum  exbibent  aut  spiritum.  Et  si  fors  cuiquam  in  mentem  incident, 
comminisci,  fieri  potuisse,  ut  calligraphus  ille  primus  labori  peper- 
cerit,  ea  exornandi  signis  sonorum,  qum  reprobasset ;  haec  cxcu- 
satio  si  firmiori  fundamento  quam  conjecturae  inniteretur,  nihil 


1  Idem  reprobationis  6ignum  szepius  in  Pbilodemi  exemplare  Herculanensi 
obvenit ;  atque  adeo  mirum  est,  virum  eximium,  Joannem  V’inckelmaun,  non 
statim  animadvertisse,  quid  sibi  hjec  puncta  in  Philotlemo  velint.  Versus  vero 
Euripidis  ad  parietem  domus  in  Herculano  adscriptus  et  accentibu6  instnictus, 

is  \y  <ro(p o y  fiol/Mvpta  rag  iroXXotg  ^£<£<*s  riKfit, 
a  quodam  nostrorum  est,  qui  citra  meritum  viro  doctissimo  imposuit.  Scii't- 
schreiben  von  den  Herculanischen  Enldeck,  an  den  Ileiclisgr.  von  Briiljl,  p.  1)0 
et  82,  confer  de  versu  Euripideo,  quae  doctiss.  de  Murr  adnotavil  in  Commcnta- 
tione  de  Papyris  scu  Vohim.  Grcec.  Ilerculanen.  p.  55.  (See  /'.  S-  p.  112.) 
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tamen  de  ejusmodi  vocibus  pronunciaret,  quae  haudquaquam  re- 
pudiantur,  quod  diversam  ab  illis  lectionem  inveniri  in  margine 
admoncatur. 

Alia  denique  sunt,  queis  vel  omnino  nulla  nota  reprobationis 
adnexa,  vel  a  secunda  tantum  manu  superaddita  est.  In  his 
adeoque  calligraphus  ipse  non  advertit,  quidpiam  a  se  male  aut 
iterato  per  errorem  scriptum  fuisse,  cui  accentus  denegaret.  Talia 
sunt  Jo.  xiii.  14,  EIOTNEmHNITATMnNTOrcnOAAcOKcKAIO 
IAAcKAAOc  secundo  scripta.  Ep.  Jacobi,  i.  3,  THcnicTEHc, 
qu®  voces  semel  tantum  script®,  ne  a  longe  quidem  suspicionem 
incurrunt;  recentiori  tamen  atramento  uncos  habent,  et  non  sunt 
refect®.  Signis  carent :  Matth.  xxn.  45f  KAAEIATTONATTON, 
ubi  alterum  ATTON  abundat;  Jo.  xvn.  18,  KArnAIIEcTEIAAAT- 
TOTcEIcTONKOcMON,  sententia  bis  scripta;  Act.  xvm.  7,  ONO- 
MATITIOTITOTcTOT,  vox  TITIOT  raro  in  codicibus,  et  in  quibus- 
dam  solum  versionibus  legitur.  Hue  spectant  etiam  Act.  xvm.  7; 
2  Jo.  Ep.  v.  10.  Ex  Antiquo  F®dere,  ut  exinde  quoque  aliqua 
excmpla  decerpamus,  tria  tantum  Psalmorum  loca,  in  qu®  nullis 
omnino  signis  animadversion  est,  in  medium  adducamus.  Ps.  xxiv. 
14,  xcti  to  ovofece  kv  rant  <pof&ov/*iwv  etvrov ,  qu®  ab  editione  Romana 
absunt;  Ps.  lxxv.  4,  post  xx»  iroXtpov,  subjiciuntur  exu 

rvvticXcwt  ret  Kt^arot ;  Ps.  CXLI1I.  9,  post  <roi  legitur:  ftett  m* 

fityctXor wy»y  <rov  S<ijyriiro^e«<  «t>m>.  Undequaque  vero  vocabulum 
A ia.'\a.xy.a.y  quotiescunque  comparet,  nec  refictum  est,  nec  repro- 
batum ;  nihilominus  tamen  accentu  destituitur. 

Rem  ut  uno  verbo  dicaraus:  non  exstat  plane  locus,  cujus 
nativ®  scriptioni  parcitum  fuit,  in  quo  vestigium  accentus  aut 
spiritus  observetur ;  adeoque  haud  falsum  est,  quod  diversitas  atra- 
menti  jam  arguit,  hasce  accessiones  aliis  acceptas  referri,  qui  in 
elegantissimo  monumento  conservando  operam  posuerunt.  Quid- 
quid  vero  de  eorum  labore  statuatur,  vereor,  sine  eo  factum  fuisse, 
ut  perpulchr®  membran®  quemquam  illexerint  extinct®  fere  scrip- 
tur®  aliud  opus  superinducere,  cujus  pretium  ®tatem  non  ®qui- 
pararet,  nec  argumenlum  nostri. 

Peculiaris  etiam  est  forma  codicis.  Alias  in  libris  scriptis  an- 
tiquioribus  singul®  pagin®  unam  aream,  vel  ut  alia  locutione 
exprimunt,  unam  scriptur®  columnam  vel  etiam  duas  exhibent, 
quorum  prius  in  rescripto  Ephrcein  Syri ,  alterum  in  Alexandrino, 
ne  exempla  pr®ter  rem  cumulemus  videre  est;  at  noster  tres 
omnino  qualibet  pagina  areas  aut  columnas  offert,  adeo  ut  si 
expansus  ob  oculos  ponatur,  sex  columnas  simul  uno  intuitu  com- 
pleclamur,  quibus  non  poterat  esse  locus,  nisi  forma  membran®  in 
oblongum  excurreret ;  unde  superficies  libri  vix  non  pr®bet  speciem 
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prisci  volumiuis,  quod  explicitum  legenti  oblongum  obversatur, 
adinstar  librorum  quos  ®tas  nostra  cantui  et  symphoni®  destinavit. 
Et  quamvis  fingamus  a  margine  superiori  atque  inferiori  quartam 
partem  altitudinis  abscissam  per  bibliopegas,  et  ad  latus  nihil 
omnino  a  margine  demtum  fuisse,  latitudo  tamen  totius  libri  plus 
tertia  parte  altitudinem  excedet.1  Singularis  h®c  forma  codicis 
docet,  eum  scriptum  fuisse,  quo  tempore  a  voluminibus  ad  Iibros 
transitum,  atque  eorum  prisca  facies,  cui  oculus  jam  insueverat, 
retenta  est,  quo  voluminibus,  quantum  fieri  poterat,  libri  quam 
similliini  essent,  et  rei  novitas  conjunctam  vetustatis  speciem  pro- 
pagaret.  Non  memini  exstare  aliud  monumentum,  quod  ista  attinet, 
cum  nostro  comparandum,  nisi  illustre  fragmentum  Dionis  Cassii, 
quod  quondam  Fulvii  Ursini  scrinia  exornavit,  postque  ejus  fata 
per  supremas  tabulas  bibliothecae  Vaticanse  illatum,  paucis  abhinc 
annis  Lutetiam  Parisiorum  commigravit.  Monumenti  hujus  singula 
folia  pariter  tres  columnas  sistunt,  indeque  explicatum  impari  mul- 
tum  altiludine  in  longum  distenditur  tantopere,  ut  prima  fronte 
unusquisquc  statueret,  se  non,  libri  sed  voluminis  reliquias  intueri, 
ni  avcrsa  pagina  O^-i proderet,  quod  in  voluminibus  per 
calligraphum  exaratis  haud  moris  erat,  et  tantum  in  adversariis  et 
repentinis  notationibus  obtinebat.  Has  autem  membranas  tot  an- 
tiquitatis  indicia  luculenta  commendant,  ut  inter  Iibros  scriptos, 
quotquot  in  bibliothecis  conspiciunlur,  parem  non  inveniant,  et  si 
non  nostrum,  superiorem  nullum.2 

Verum  quod  magis  mirarere;  si  columnas  singulas  Philodemi 
in  Herculanensi  volumine  mensuremus,  Vaticanis  latitudine  p®ne 
aequales  sunt,  et  quoad  altitudinem  haud  multum  discrepant.  Cum 
paullo  pusilliores  sint  Herculanenses  characteres  Vaticanis,  etiam 
altitudo  column®,  pro  eorum  ratione  paullo  inferior  est.  Vaticanus 
porro  liber  lineas  comprehcndit  in  qualibet  columna  quadraginta 
atque  duas :  Philodemi  exemplar  supra  quadraginta  ad  summum 
quatuor ;  variat  etenim  et  oberrat  intra  quatuor  unitates,  qu® 
numerum  quadragenarium  egrcdiuntur :  siquidem  festinantius  ex 
ore  dictantis  magnam  partem  scriptum  est;  quare  scriba  non  adeo 

1  Membrana  codicis  alta  est,  ad  mensuram  pedis  Regii  Gal).,  decem  poll  ices, 
lineaa  quinque;  qualibet  pagina  lata  est  pollices  novern,  lineas  octo.  Ambus 
igitur  pagin®,  quae  simul  vistii  subjiciuntur  adaperto  libro,  latae  sunt  invicem 
pedera  umim  et  dimidium,  pollicera  insuper  unum,  lineas  quatuor ;  atque  lati¬ 
tudo  libri  adaperti  eruperat  altiiudinem  pollicibus  octo,  lineis  novem. 

2  Has  membranas  Dionis  Cassii  ut  antiquissimas,  et  vetustiores  quolibet 
codice,  mibi  Iaudavit  vir  multijuga  eruditione  clarus,  Carolus  Has*?,  Vinariensis, 
a  custodia  bibliotheca;  sutmni  Galliarum  Imperatoris  ;  quern,  si  omnes  meas 
rationes  expenderit,  quas  jam  explicare  latius  adnitor,  non  dubito,  Vaticuno 
calculum  esse  daiurum. 
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anxie  cuidam  regul®  inhaesit,  quemadmodum  calligraphi,  qui  ele- 
gantiam  pariter  et  symmetriam  consectabantur.  Vatican®  column® 
circiter  intervallo  octo  linearum  pollicis  ab  inyicem  separantur, 
quod  plerumque  etiam  in  Philodemo  contingit ;  quasi  vero  pro 
altitudine  chartae  2Egyptiac®  ejusque  extensione,  prout  natura 
plantae  suppeditabat,  certa  quaedam  mensura  columnarum,  atque 
spatii,  quo  alternae  sejungerentur,  usu  slabilita  fuerit,  ad  quam 
cuncta  hacc  exigebantur,  quamque  Vaticanum  exemplar  in  mem- 
branis  etiam  relinebat,  quo  se  ad  usum  communem  proxime  con- 
formaret.  Omnia  ista  :  similitudo  litterarum  maxima  cum  Hercu- 
lanensibus;  figura  codicis  ad  voluminum  speciem  proxime  acce- 
dens  ;  ®qualitas  h®c  columnarum  quoad  latitudinem  ;  eadem  fere 
altitudo ;  linearum  par  fere  numerus,  et  cequalis  columnarum  in- 
tercapedo,  quasi  ad  eamdem  mensuram  exaclus,  setatem  produnt 
Herculanensium  scriptorum  atque  Vaticani  haud  longo  intervallo 
sejunctam. 

Liceat  modo  ab  instituta  queestione  pauxillum  deflectere,  et 
orthographiam  codicis  ad  examen  revocare;  utpote  qu®  ad  explo- 
randum  ejus  natale  solum  opem  auxiliumque  spondere  videtur. 
Quod  igitur  orthographiam  codicis  attinet,  correctissiniis  accenseri 
meretur;  null®  obviant  permutationes  vocalium  sono  affinium, 
excepta  sola  hac,  quod  diphthongas  u  pro  <  smpius  adhibealur, 
et  plerumque  ubi  alii  libri  aoristos  secundos  exprimunt  verborum, 
qu®  in  pr®senti  per  u  scribuntur;  quasi  vero  imperfectum  cum 
aoristo  secundo  confuderit.  Alia  sunt,  qu®  potius  ex  consuetudine 
gentis,  qu®dam  abunde  scribentis  aut  pronunciantis,  quam  per 
imperitiam  admisit,  quorsum  referendum  est — v  t$tXxv<rrtKor,  s®pis- 
sime  invitis  grammatic®  legibus  additum.  H®c  cacoethia  iterum 
recurrit  in  iEgyptiaco  monumento  Gr®co,  cui  ad  latus  respondet 
versio  dialecto  Thebaica  concinnata,  cujusque  editorem  ipsum  ea 
de  re  juvat  dicentem  audire,  cum  Vaticani  libri  morem  sua  chart® 
Thebaic®  descriptione  quasi  depingat:  “  Non  inutile  erit  obser- 
“  vasse,  ait,  v  ipiXx.v<mKor,  quod  cum  heic  turn  alibi  s®pissime  in 
“  hujus  fragmenti  exemplo  additum  occurrit  verbo  eo-tj  i  et  terti® 
“  cuique  person®  pr®terili  perfecti,  atque  aoristi  singularis,  ctiamsi 
“  littera,  qu®  sequitur,  consona  sit,  contra  quam  hodiemi  canones 
“  ferunt  Gr®c®  grammatic®,  et  orthographi®."1  iEgyptium  vero 
codicis  Vaticani  librarium  propius  arguit  singularis  orlhographia  in 
vocibus  a-vXXn'l'H,  Xv^**#*,  Xti<pB»rtTxit  etc.  qu®  fere  semper  scri- 
buntur  rvXXvfz-^'*},  Xitfi^ta-Bty  Xnf/.<p$y)rtTct.i,  XYifitpBivrot,,  reliq.  II®c 
anomalia  non  uno  docutnento  ./Egyptiis  addicitur ;  nominatim  vero 

1  Aug.  Ant.  Georgii  Fragmentum  Evangelii  S.  Joannis  Grajco-Copto-The- 
baicum.  In  cap.  vi.  variames  led.  et  not*,  p.  G7. 
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fragmento  litaniarum  Graeco-Thebaicarum  Musei  Borgiani,  in  qui- 
bus  vocabuluni  xvnXr^ia^,  stcpius  repetitum,  semper  et 

cttnXtft^tas  scribitur.1 2  Simile  vocabulum,  ev^erx^ty^^,  in  linguam 
/Egvpti  adoptione  introductum,hanc  eonsuetudinem  gentis  affirmat; 
in  missali  Alexandrino  legitur,  quod  ex  defectu  litterarum  Coptica- 
rum  Grmcis  exprimimus :  wptTctXvfe^/ts  vtfxovrxXo-a,  i.  e.  auxilium  et 
tnedela*  Plura  memini  mihi  occurisse  ejusmodi  exempla  in  Cop- 
ticis  lituigiis,  qum  modo  investigare  non  est  in  promptu.  Non 
alienum  tamen  erit  hie  admonere,  utramque  eonsuetudinem,  turn 
quoad  -  »  -  vpiXKvej i*«v ,  turn  bane  modo  memoratam,  etiam  in 
codice  Alexandrino  observari  ;3 4  et  proinde,  hunc  et  V aticanum 
communem  nascendi  sortem  iisdem  gentilitiis  signis  profited.  Idem 
etiam  evenit  in  extranea  prorsus  et  insolita  flexione  aoristorum 
secundorum,  vel  etiam  imperfectorum,  ad  formam  aoristi  primi : 
sic  Marc,  xiw  48,  uterque  codex  habet  tltxS-xrt;  Luc.  xi.  52, 
iH7v\X$am  y  Luc.  xix.  39,  Act.  i.  11,  unxv ;  Act.  xii.  10, 
ibid.  xii.  16,  tidxv.  Hujus  consuetudinis  vestigia  in  Coptorum 
libris  offendimus  quandoque,  quemadmodum  in  fragmento  Grsece 
et  Thebaice  scripto,  cujus  paullo  ante  mentionem  fecimus,  ubi 
Jo.  vii.  52,  et7riK£i$m<rctv  xxi  nfrav  xvra  legitur;  vel  in  ordine  missas : 
St*  e»£jji*>j  Kxt  xyxm)  Irjo-flu  Xoy  pttS-'  vfiaiv,  ipxXxn ;  et  in  Latiniis :  tv 
E«g»!t*»]  t«  xf  -\>xXxttA  Multo  antiquius  vero  ejusdem  specimen 
superest  Thebis  in  inscriptione,  quae  inter  Grsecas  prima  in  crure 
dextro  Memnonis  conspicitur.  En  ejus  verba,  qualia  offert  linea 
sexta  :  IVIH.MXON  EIIirNOTc  OTAEN  ESEttGEITATO.5  Si  hisce 
animadversionibus  aliquid  inest  ponderis  aut  firmitatis,  locus  natalis 
utriusque  codicis,  Vaticani  nimirum,  et  illius  alterius,  cui  nomen 
indidere  Alexandrini,  si  non  Alexandria;,  saltern  in  jEgypto  quse- 
rendus  est.  Certe  constans  amborum  consensus  in  consuetudines 
tantopere  ab  indole  lingueE  Grmcae  abhorrentes,  communem  illis 
patriam  asserit,  in  qua  genuinus  loquendi  et  scribendi  usus  in 

1  Georgi  Fragment.  Evang.  S.  Jo.  Gr®co-Copto-Thebaicum,  in  Append. 
Liturg.  Fragmentor.  pp.  358-59,  3C2,  G4,  et  GG ;  confer  etiam  qu$  in  hunc  locum 
observavit,  p.  385. 

2  I.  Al.  Assernanus,  Codex  Eccles.  Univ.  Lilurgic.  lib.  vm.  pars.  v.  miss. 
Alexandrino-Copticum,  p.  13. 

3  Carol.  Godofr.  Woidii  Notitia  Cod.  Alex.  edit,  spohnii  Lips.  1708,  §  50, 

p.  107*  u  Scribit . . .  codex  ....  Xtifi.^orra.i  Marc.  xiv.  14,  Marc-  xii. 

“  et  in  pluribus  aliis  locis.  Ny  vero  t<pt\xanxov  semper  fere  additur,  sive 
t£  vocalis  sive  consonans  sequatur.” 

4  Assemani  Cod.  Liturg.  lib.  vm.  p.  79,  ad  finem  partis  v.  Georgi  Fragm. 
S.  Jo.  Graeco-Cop  to-Tliebai  cum.  Append.  Liturg.  pp.  353. 

5  Richard  Pococke,  a  “  Description  of  the  East,  and  some  other  Countries.” 
London,  1745.  fol.  Vol.  I.  Plat,  xxxvm. 
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peculiare  hoc  idioma  degeneravit.  Neminem  cceterum  hujus  rei 
admiratio  subibit,  qui  perpenderit,  Vaticanum  librum  editionem 
exhibere,  qualem  pro  ccetibus  jEgypti  Hesychius  recensuit;  ilium 
autem,  Alexandrinuin,  licet  in  evangeliis  Origenis  emendationem 
sequatur,  altera  saltern  parte,  in  Actis  et  Epistolis,  ad  Hesychii 
exemplaria  reverti.1 * 3 

Verum  jam  et  nos  revertamur  ad  ea,  a  quibus  judicium  pendet 
de  setate  codicis,  et  inscriptiones  atque  subscriptiones  singulorum 
librorum  consideremus.  Adsunt  quidem  inscriptiones  libris  praefixee, 
sed  simplicissimse,  kato.  "MctDQattor  (sic),  Kttra.  Ma^on,  xetT*  A OVKatr, 
kotoc,  laatvnv,  A ttoftoXuv,  Ixxafiov  ExiffrcAjj,  YIit^ov  et,  TLfrgov  /3, 

I octwov  x-i 3  -  y,  low?*;  at  vero  haudquaquam  in  ipsa  area  aut  co- 
lumna  scripture  includuntur,  sed  quasi  alienee  et  ad  corpus  operis 
minime  spectantes,  extra  illud  in  superiori  margine,  et  hie  illic 
propemodum  in  extrernitate  paginee  adjiciuntur;  ita  quidem  ut, 
quamvis  codex  a  bibliopegis  haud  male  mulcatus  sit,  nonnunquam 
peene  oram  marginis  contingant.  Hae  inscriptiones  per  integram 
cujuslibet  auctoris  historiam  aut  lucubratiouem  continuantur  in 
summitate  membranae  ad  finem  usque,  et  in  evangeliis  hoc  fere 
modo,  ut  paginae,  quae  manui  sinistrae  respondet,  paginae 

ad  dextram,  M x^xo*,  etc.  adscriptum  legatur :  vox 

in  Actibus,  et  nomen  htxeoflov  usque  ad  coronidem  epistolae,  omnibus 
foliis  superne  adpositum  cernatur;  ita  quoque  in  reliquis.  Prm- 
terquam  quod  instar  additamentorum  in  suprema  tantum  pagina 
cotnpareant,  charactere  etiam  expressae  sunt  paullo  minori,  quam 
ipsa  substantia  operis  ;  contra  quam  in  aliis  codicibus  fieri  videmus, 
ubi  inscriptiones  litteris  grandioribus  ornatioribusque  resplendent. 
Quinimo  in  Epistolis  Pauli,  ipsius  auctoris  nomen  nusquam  indi- 
catur :  Epistola  ad  Romanos  simpliciter  inscribitur,  7rgo$  P upxiovs  ; 
eodem  modo  etiam  reliqu®,  K.oj>n6tovs  «,  KogwStovs  /3. 

Subscriptiones  ad  ealeem  additae,  inscriptionibus  ad  unguem 
conformantur,  ita  ut  tantundem  repetitiones  inscriptionum  sint  in 
fine  voluminum  iterari  solitae,  quo,  si  forte  casus  aut  tempus  primam 
philyram  papyri  (ex  qua  posthac  Themidis  filii  expositionem  facti 
protocollon*  dixere),  delevisset,  ad  umbilicum  voluminis  de  auctore 
constaret,  Subscriptiones  igitur  hae  sunt;  xetra.  M 'aMxior,  kxt * 
JMct^xo*  .  .  .  ngccZaf  Air otrr oX at,  letKufiov,  TLit^ov  et,  etc.  Epistolae 

1  Hug,  Einleitung  in  die  Schriften  des  Neuen  Testaments.  1  Tli.  §  37, 

38,  39.  (See  Wait’s  Transl.  of  Hug's  Introd.  vol.  i.  p.  197,  &c.) 

3  Pbilyra  papyri  JEgyptiacse  invicem  xoMee,  seu  glutine  jungebantur,  quous- 
que  legitimana  longitudinem  voluminis  explerent.  Primo  adglutinala ,  enarra- 
tionem  facti,  causs  prxmissam,  continebat ;  unde,  deinceps,  expositio  qu^libet 
rei  acta;,  prima  adglulinatio,  •r^ToxeXXo*,  compel  I  aba  tur. 
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autem  Paulinte  subscribuntur,  wgos  Tvpetiovs,  K *, 

K o£iv6iovg  /3,  k.  r,  x.  reliqua  enim  quae  insuper  leguntur,  falso 
pro  genuinis  habita  sunt ;  etenira  a  secunda  manu  profecta  esse 
attentius  consideranti  ex  atramenti  dispari  multum  colore  inluces- 
cet;  et  si  vitrea  in  auxilium  advocaverit,  ad  augendam  magnitu- 
dinem  excogitata,  manifestissime  arguet  unusquisque  non  solum 
atramenti  diversitatem,  verum  etiam  ductus  litterarum.  Hujus- 
modi  accessiones  sunt  ad  ealeem  Epistolae  ad  Romanos,  post  verba 
irgof  P Apatovs,  quae  sequuntur,  ty^x^n  xto  Ko^tv&ov 5  post  primam  ad 
Coriuthios,  ty%x<pn  ant  Epto-ov ;  post  secundam,  ey^xipn  i  As-T-raw  { 
post  earn  ad  Galatas,  Ephesios,  Philippenses,  atque  Colossenses, 
tyqxipi)  xtto  P i  post  utramque  ad  Thessalonicenses,  ty^xQn  xirc 
A6n¥a> t.  Ita  sane  nostrum  exemplar  voluminum  consuetudinem  in 
omnibus  retinuit,  nulla  posterioris  aevi  nota  temeratam,  aut  inno- 
vatara  ad  librorum  morem.  Tantum  abest  ab  Euthalianis  sub- 
scriptionibus,  quae  post  medium  sacculum  v.  elaborate  in  jEgypto 
auctoritatem  consecutee  sunt,  ut  non  solum  illas  non  susceperit, 
sed  nequidem  eas  habeat,  quee  Euthalii  tempora  preecesserunt,  sim- 
pliciores  multo,  ex  quibus  Eulhalius  suas  posthac  congessit,  et 
fabrefecit:  cujusmodi  sunt  istac  a  secunda  manu  codici  nostro 
assute,  aut  eae,  quae  in  Alexandrino  libro  inveniuntur.1 

Divisiones  in  capita,  pericopas,  vel  anagnosmata,  plurimum  saepe 
faciunt  pro  aetate  codicum  aestimanda.  In  exemplaribus  antiquae 
note  vulgares  et  usitalae  sunt  sectiones,  in  quas  Ammonius  Alexan- 
drinus  libros  evangeliorum  divisit.  Cum  enim  ex  quatuor  evan- 
geliis  unam  historiam,  retentis  uniuscuj usque  verbis,  observatoque, 
prout  sibi  videbatur,  temporum  ordine,  coagmentare  instituisset, 
absurdum  erat,  quse  a  duobus  vel  tribus  vel  ab  omnibus  relata 
sunt,  duabus  ternisve  vicibus  repetere;  itaque  in  communibus 
ejusmodi  narrationibus  Matthaeo  obsecutus,  ad  marginem  solum 
adnotavit,  quo  loco  apud  reliquos  eadem  invenirentur :  quod  fieri 
nequibat,  quin  evangeliorum  libri  in  quaedam  capitula  disseca- 
rentur.  Pro  hisce  capitulis  sen  sectionibus  deinceps  seculo  iv. 
Eusebius  Caesareensis  decern  canones  sive  laterculos  non  sine 
acumine  excogitavit,  ad  quos  subscripta  numero  capituli  nota 

1  Quod  Euthalian*  subseription.es  ex  similibus  notis,  sub  finem  librorum 
eniditionis  causa  hinc  inde  a  scriba  aut  lectore  subjunctis,  quales  hie  quisquam 
adjecit,  suam  traxerint  originem,  ex  instituta  collatione  patescit.  Ubi  e.  g. 
verbis  'Pvpaiovs  nostro  adscripsit  quispiam  iy^mpv  Koy&ov,  EutliaJius 
habet :  T(>os  Taiftttievt,  tygatpn  olto  Geifivs  ms  iitcxovou  ;  ubi  nostro  post, 

t^os  K ogivSimis  /},  assuitur  ty/oaipn  a.  to  $i\ittuv,  Eii  tbalius  habet,  t^os  Kogi>%ovs 
iygtz(pn  uto  &i\iTT&y  Titov  xai  Aouxa..  Ubi  Codex  AlexandriilUS  Epistolam  ad 
Titum  subsen  bit,  t (>os  T irov,  i ygatpti  a. TO  HixoTeXtus  s  Euthalius,  t^os  Tito »  ms 
KgriTOV  ixxXjinaf  TgtvTov  itwxoTov  %tt(>orovriSt*mi  tyga<p*i  uto  "SixotoXiois  ms  M«*l- 
(Zacagni  Collectan.  flfonum.  Vet.  pp.  509,  624,  706.) 
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lectorem  relegaret,  cuj usque  ope  inveniret  in  laterculis  consigna- 
tum,  qu®  a  duobus,  a  tribus,  vel  ab  omnibus  pertractata  sunt,  et 
in  qua  cujuslibet  sectione  narrationes  bee  parallel®  contineantur. 

Ex  illo  jam  tempore  Ammonian®  sectiones  canonesque  Euse- 
biani  exemplaribus  evangeliorum  passim  adjungi  cocperunt.  Enim- 
vero  scriptores  huic  ®tati  suppares  de  iis  tanquam  de  re  loquuntur 
usu  et  consuetudine  propagata,  et  quasi  de  vulgari  quadam  et 
praescripta  dimensione,  ad  quam  evangelia  mensurantur  :  “  quatuor , 
“  inquiunt ,  nobis  sunt  evangelia ,  capitum  mille  centum  sexaginta 
“  duorum ,  qua,  ab  initio  ad  Jinem  usque ,  doctrinam  Filii  de  Patre 
11  annunciant." 1  Quinimo  Hieronymus,  labente  seculo,  hos  canones 
jam  apud  Latinos  civitate  donavit,  et  versioni  eorum  adnexuit.2 
Quapropter  abesse  a  nostro  codicc  non  poterant  amplius,  nisi  ante¬ 
cedent  hoc  asvum,  quo  non  solum  apud  Graecos,  sed  etiam  apud 
Latinos  invaluerunt.  Absunt  vero  omnino ;  aliaque  in  eo  divisio 
deprehenditur,  cuj  us  hie  breve  exhibemus  specimen :  a  Matth.  i. 
v.  6,  incipit  caput  B,  seu  secundum.  P  incipit  i.  12;  A.  i,  17; 
eT  i.18;  s.  i.  24;  zT  n.  1  ;  II.  ii.  7;  W.  ii.  13;  T.  ii.  16;  IA. 
ii.  19  ;  IB.  hi.  1  ;  ir.  in.  4 ;  IA.  et  IE.  tempus  delevit ;  Is.  iv.  1 ; 
IZ.  IV.  5;  IH.  -raXiv,  IV.  8;  10.  xftovrtti;  IV.  12;  K.  m^TrotTav 

iv.  18;  KA.  IV.  23;  KB.  ***  m  uko*  iv.  24;  Kr.  v.  1  ;  KA. 

v.  8;  KE7  v.  14;  KsT  v.  17;  KZ.  v.  21  ;  KH.  v.  27;  K0.  v.  31  ; 
A.  v.  33,  etc.  Matlhaeus  ejusmodi  divisiones  habet  PO,  clxx.  ; 
Marcus,  SB.  lxii.  ;  Lucas,  PNB,  clii.  ;  et  Joannes,  n.  lxxx. 
Ammonian®  vero  insunt  Matth.  ccclv.  ;  Marco,  ad  summum, 
ccxxxvi.3  ;  Luc®,  cccxm. ;  et  Joanni,  ccxxxii. 

Acta  Apostolorum,  catholicas  atque  divi  Pauli  Epistolas,  Eutha- 
lias  diaconus,  gente  iEgyptius,  circa  medium  seculi  v.  in  capita  et 
<tti%ovs  disposuit,  prologos,  subscriptiones,  de  quibus  paullo  ante 
diximus,  aliaque  id  genus  additamenta  ad  sacros  libros  attexuit, 
quod  opus  suum  Athanasio  nuncupavit,  Alexandrin®  sedis  archi- 
episcopo,  cognomini  illi  celeberrimo  Athanasio,  qui  seculo  prius 

1  Epiphan.  in  Ancorat.  §  50.  notet^a.  ucn  ivayyiXta.,  xityaXniu*  %iXiu v  tKtzrev 
i%tt>covr&  buo,  Ktzi  a.or  a/>%r,s  !u;  tiXovs  tXaXnfl*  o  ho;,  x.tu  irga;  avrov  o  ora.r*i£. 

Eadem  properaodum  verba  vide  apud  Cssarium,  Gregorii  Nazianceni  fratrem, 
Dialogo  I.  interregat.  xxxtx.  in  auctar.  bibliothec.  Patr.  Frontoducei,  tom.  i. 
et  apud  Gallandum  biblioth.  Patr.  tom.  vi. 

3  Hieronym.  Epist.  ad  Daxnas.  Canones  quoque,  quos  Eusebius  Caesareensis 
Episcopus,  Alexandrinura  sequutus  Ammonium,  in  decern  numeros  ordinavit, 
sicut  in  Grseco  liabentur  expressimus,  etc.  edit.  Valarsii,  tom.  x.  p.  6G4. 

3  Variant  quoad  numerum  capitum  libri  mspti  ( manuscripti )  in  Evangelio 
Marci ;  reapse  ccxxxni.  tantum  computantur,  quod  cum  numero  capitum 
concordat  relato  super ius  ab  Epiphanio  atque  Caisario.  Confer  Millii  Proleg. 
in  Nov .  Test.  n.  CG2. 
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Alexandrinae  ecclesisc  prcefuit.1  Hsec  divisio,  cum  rrjgqKCTg**  cec- 
terisque  accessoriis  tantae  auctoritatis  praesidio  munita,  exemplaria 
jEgypti  invasit ;  et  perinde  nostrum  codicem  occupasset,  ibi  terra- 
rum  in  lucem  editum,  si  in  liaec  teinpora  incidisset.  Habet  vero 
sectiones  sequentem  in  modum  adornatas :  a  capitis  i.  versu  15, 
inchoat  li-,  deinceps  IF.  n.  1 ;  A.  IlETge?  5*  in.  1;  E.  iv.  1 ; 

s.  v.  12;  Z.  vi.  1  ;  H.  vm.4;  0.  ix.  1,  *.  t.  a.  Quantum  ad  se- 
cundam,  tertiam,  qnartam,  et  septimam  sectionem  Euthalius  cum 
hisce  consentit,  paullo  post  vero  deflectit  in  alia  omnia;  sectio  ejus 
octava  incipit  vi.  8,  nona  vero  vm.  1.;  quae  nostra  est  decima 
tertia,  illi  jam  decima-octava  est ;  quae  nostri  est  trigesima,  illius 
cst  Irigesima-quinta :  noster  in  universum  enumerat  in  Actis  sec¬ 
tiones  trigenta-sex  As;  ille  quadraginta,  M.  Ex  his  nemo  non 
videt,  eas  ab  Euthalianis  capitulis  totum  quantum  differre;  con- 
cinunt  vero  cum  praeleclionibus  ecclesiasticis  in  dies  festos  Alex¬ 
andria  atque  in  ./Egypto  receptis.  Has  Euthalius  recenset;  non 
suas,  quippe  alias  instituerat  numero  sedecim,  quae  posthac  auc- 
toritatem  consecutse  sunt;1  sed  veteres  illas,  tempore,  et  more 
traditas:  atque  cum  his  codicis  Vatican!  sectiones  conveniunt, 
quoad  numerum  ;  utrinque  enim  As  ( triginta-sex )  computantur, 
turn  etiara  quod  adtinet  initium  et  finem  singularum  praelec- 
tionum,  in  quibus  nonnisi  ter  quaterve  a  se  invicem  discedunt. 
Praeterea,  codex  Vaticanus  alias  adhuc  continet  sectiones  a  poste¬ 
riori  manu,  alio  atramento  et  characterum  ductu,  litteris  uncialibus 
multo  majoribus  elaboratas,  quse  nonnunquam  super  veteres  et 
primeevas  superscripts  sunt,  quin  tamen  eas  ita  obruant,  ne  subinde 
prospectent,  et  membra  exserant.  Sic  e.  g.  sectiones  veteres  ©, 
ir,  et  A,  a  recentioribus  KE,  Ar,  et  SB,  obteguntur  quidem,  non 
occultantur  tamen  omnino,  sed  aliqua  saltern  parte  prominent. 
Sunt  autem  hunc  in  modum  concinnatae  ;  B.  i.  15;  r.  ii.  5;  A. 
ii.  14;  E.  ii.  22;  s.  ii.  29;  H.  in.  1  ;  0.  iv.  1  ;  I.  iv.  13;  IA. 
iv.  23;  IB.  iv.  32;  IT.  v.  1  ;  IA.  V.  12  ;  IE.  7rx£a,ytvofiivos  v. 
21  ;  Is.  v.  34;  IZ.  vi.  1  ;  III.  v.  9;  10.  vii.  11;  K.  vn.  35,  cact. 

1  Zacagni  Collectanea  Monum.  Veter.  Praifat.  $  LI.  seq. 

a  Duas  lectionum  ecclesiasticamm  divisiones  in  Actis  Euthalius  exhibet, 
unam  quo  loco  in  catholicis  et  Paulinis  Epistolis  lectiones  a  se  dispositas  recen- 
sere  consnevit;  nimirum  immediate  post  prologum  pp.  411-413,  atque  has  a  se 
profectas  esse  dislincte  asserit :  imXov  ras  avuyiu<rus  rnt  fill IXou  ruv  ruv 

I'i.vroffroXuv.  x.  ahsolvuntur  vero  numeris  sedecim.  A  Ham  autem  divisionem 
habet  additam  in  fine,  cujus  ipse  sibi  meritnm  ne  verbo  quidem  vindicat,  sed 
generatim  observat,  earn  in  codice  Actmim  inveniri :  ouroi  ii  a^ftoi,  ovt 

\ui>wut  Ktifiwovi  iv  tv  nu^u.  x.  p.  438.  atque  liaec  complectitur  numeros  tri- 
ginta-sex. 
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Talia  in  universum  sunt,  ad  finem  usque  Actorum,  capita  sexaginta- 
novem.  Posterior  heec  divisio,  argumentum  egregium  sane  suppe- 
ditat  atque  luculentum  pro  antiquitale  libri  Vaticani ;  nianifestum 
enimvero  est,  quo  tempore  haec  capita  tardius  et  a  seriori  manu 
adposita  fuere,  divisionem  Euthalii  nondum  viguissc,  multo  minus 
igitur  ea  aetate,  qua  praeclarissimum  hoc  exemplar  conditum  fuit. 

Ad  eundem  fere  modum  dissentiunt  sectiones  catholicarum 
Epistolarum  ab  iis,  quas  Euthalius  introduxit.  Epistola  Jacobi,  in 
Vaticano, habet  sequentes.  B.  i.  16 ;  r.  i.  26  ;  A.  xr.  14  ;  E.  hi.  1 ; 
si  hi.  13;  Z.  iv.  7 ;  H.  v.  7 ;  0.  v.  13;  Euthalius  sex  tantum 
enumerat;  noster  vero  novem  :  in  prima  Petri,  noster  et  Euthalius 
pariter  habent  octo ;  prima  vero  Joannis,  in  nostro  complectitur 
sectiones  undecim  ;  Euthaliana  divisio,  septem  tantum.1  Quemad- 
modum  in  Actis,  ita  etiam  in  Epistolis  catholicis  serius,  ab  eadem 
manu  secunda,  eodem  charactere,  nova  divisio  capitum  ad  mar- 
ginem  adnotata  est.  In  Epistola  Jacobi,  est  vero  lieec:  B.  i.  19; 
r.  i.  26 ;  A.  hi.  1  ;  E.  v.  1,  de  qua  idem  valet,  quod  paullo  ante 
observavimus,  Euthalii  divisionem  ne  tunc  quidem  obtinuisse,  cum 
ista  altera  lapsu  temporis  codici  Vaticano  adderetur. 

Quod  attinet  capitula  vel  sectiones,  in  primis  memoratu  digna 
sunt,  qute  nobis  offerunt  d.  Pauli  Epistolse,  singularia  prorsus  et 
unica.  Enim  vero,  non  unaquaeque  epistola  suas  peculiares  habet 
sectiones,  aut  capita,  quee  pariter  cum  epistola  desinunt ;  sed  omnes 
simul  sumptae,  a  prima  ad  ultimam  usque  pergendo,  signantur  capi¬ 
tum  serie  continua.  In  Epistola  ad  Romanos,  capita  viginti  et  unum 
ita  dispunguntur :  B.  i.  18  ;  T.  ii.  12;  A.  ixi.  1  ;  E.  iv.  1  ;  s.  v.  1 ; 
Z.  v.  20;  H.  vi.  12  ;  W.  vii.  1 ;  T.  viii.  12  ;  IaI  viii.  28  ;  IB.  ix.  6; 
IT.  x.  4;  IA.  xi.  13;  IE.  xii.  1  ;  Is.  xm.  1  ;  IZ.  xiv.  1  ;  IH. 
xv.  1;  10.  xv.  25;  K.  xv.  30;  KA.  xvi.  17.  Initio  Epistolae  ad 
Corinthios  primee,  additur  numerus  KB,  indicans  caput  vigesimum 
secundum;  progrediuntur  inde  numeri  usque  ad  quadragesiinum 
secundum,  quocum  epistola  concluditur.  Inchoat  altera  ad  Co¬ 
rinthios  capite  (MT)  quadragesimo-tertio ;  desinit  quinquagesimo 
quarto  :  Epistola  deinde  ad  Galatse  incipit  capite  (ME)  quinqua- 
gesimo-quinto ;  finitur  (N0)  quinquagesimo-nono.  Modo  vero,  cum 
Epistola  ad  Ephesios,  quee  proxime  sequitur,  ingens  repente  oboritur 
hiatus,  atque  transsultis  sexagenariis  decern  numeris,  ilia  adscrip- 
tum  habet  initio  (O)  caput  septuagesimum,  paullo  post  septuagesi- 
mum  primum,  secundum  :  et  reliqui  porro  numeri,  consueto  ordine, 
sibi  succedunt  per  Epistolas  ad  Philippenses,  Colossenses,  et  Thes- 


1  Zacagui  Collectan.  Monumenlor.  Vet.  pp.  487,  493,  et  503. 
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salonicenses,  usque  ad  numerum  nonagesimum-tertium,  in  quo 
subsistit  ad  Thessalonicenses  secunda.  Jamque,  cum  omnes  nu- 
meros  sexagenarios  interiisse  putares,  inexspectato  Epistola  ad 
Hebraeos,  quae  sequitur  (3),  sexagesimum  caput,  juxta  exordium, 
adnotatum  exhibet ;  moxque,  in  decursu,  sexagesimum-primuni, 
secundum,  tertium,  et  quartum,  in  quo  subito  cessat  cum  vocibus 
xfttifidt  toi  ©64i,  ab  Heb.  ix.  14,  ad  finem  usque  mutila. 

Si  quid  habet  speciem  vetustatis  eximiae,  certe  illud  est,  quod 
epistolee  Pauli  non  ut  singulae  scriptiones  consideratse,  sed  tanquam 
corpus  unum  integrumque  aliquod  auctoris  opus  continua  capitum 
divisione  insignit®  sint.  Ista  ratio,  Pauli  epistolas  omnes  in  capita 
continua  dispertiendi,  diu  jam  ante  Euthalium  exolevit ;  qua  enim 
ille  capita  recenset,  cum  epislolae  cujuslibet  principio  de  novo  ab 
unitate  inire  numerum  solent,  et  a  quodam  sapientissimorum,  quod 
ait,  et  amantissimorum  Christi  patrum,  adornata  fuerunt;  quare 
etiam  hcec  capita  in  epistolis  Paulinis  *6<p«x«<*  Kct^aXty.ct^  universum 
recepta,  cognominavit.  Haec  jam  cum  sint  Euthalianis  temporibus 
priora,  quanto  magis  ista,  de  quibus  nequidem  memoria  undequa- 
que  extat  ulla  ? 

Haud  minoris  momenti  est,  quod  circa  Epistolam  ad  Hebraeos 
hie  innovatum  esse  videmus ;  quippe  locum  occupaverat  post  Epi¬ 
stolam  ad  Galatas,  quemadmodum  adscriptus  illi  capitum  numerus 
ostendit.  Epistola  ad  Galatas  desinit  capite  quinquagesimo-nono ; 
caput  vero  sexagesimum  adnotatur  juxta  exordium  ad  Hebraeos, 
cui  per  intervalla  succedunt  sexagesimum  primum,  secundum,  etc. : 
ita  ut,  in  ordine  epistolarum  Koma,  caput  orbis  terrarum,  primum 
locum  obtinuerit;  post  earn,  opulentissima  et  frequentissima  homi- 
num  in  orbe  Romano,  Corinthus ;  secutse  deinde  fuerint  Epistolae 
ad  integrarum  gentium  coetus,  Galatarum  atque  Hebraeorum ; 
tuneque  demum,  urbium  ratio  haberetur  reliquarum,  inter  quas 
celeberrima  Asiae,  Ephesus,  coeteras  anteibat.  Talis  earum  ordo 
fuit,  teste  numero  capitulorum,  quem  jam  librarius  ita  invertit,  ut 
Epistolam  ad  Hebraeos,  a  sede  sua  detractam,  omnibus  postponeret 
quae  nominibus  urbium  inscribuntur ;  et  post  alteram  ad  Thessa¬ 
lonicenses  collocaret  decimo  loco,  solisque  anteferret  quatuor  Epi¬ 
stolis  missis  ad  singulos  homines.  Etiamsi  vero  haec  immutaret, 
tamen  non  est  ausus  expungere  numerum,  jam  tempore  et  usu 
firmatum ;  maluitque  computare  praepostere,  et  interrumpere  seriem 
capitum,  quam  more  stabilita  delere.  Manifestum  inde  est,  hanc 
rem  tunc  primum  agi  coeptam  ;  et  adeo  recentem  fuisse,  ut  nondum 
de  nova  capitum  divisione  pro  visum  fuerit,  ad  hunc  ordinem  ac- 
comodata. 

Zacagni  Collectan.  Monu mentor.  Vet.  pp.  573,  591,  G13,  G25,  etc. 
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Seculo  vero  quarto  hie  Epistolarum  ortlo,  qui  epistolae  ad  He- 
braeos  decimum  locum,  post  secundam  ad  Thessalonicenses,  assig- 
naverat,  adeo  vulgaris  fuit  et  usu  tritus,  ut  Epiphanio  n ulli  omnino 
codices  innotuerint,  qui  earn  meliore  loco  habebant,  sed  cuncti  vel 
hoc,  vel  jam  deteriore  collocaverant ;  nimirum  decimo  quarto, 
omnium  epistolarum  ultimam.1  Heec  duo  sola  codicum  genera 
Epiphanio  cognita  ftiere.  Prior  consuetudo  in  jEgypto  obtinuit, 
altera  per  Asiam,  ut  videtur,  atque  Graeciam.  Athanasius  enim 
in  epistola  festali,  in  qua  canonem  librorum  sacrorum  recenset, 
earn  post  Thessalonicenses  enumerat,  non  ex  opinione  sua,  sed 
publicam  et  adoptatam  sententiam  ecclesiarum  jEgypti  secutus, 
a  quibus  nec  ipsi  dissidere,  nec  cuiquam  integrum  fuit.2  Heec 
igitur  immutatio,  qua  Epistola  ad  Hebr®os  in  decimum  locum 
transferebalur,  setate  Athanasii  minime  nova  erat ;  quo  tempore 
vero  noster  codex  scribebatur,  vix  non  erat  facta,  adeo  ut  conve¬ 
niens  capitum  divisio  nondum  exstaret,  et  perturbatio  numerorum 
inde  oriretur,  quin  adhuc  quisquam  ilti  succurrisset. 

Praeclarissimuni  denique  antiquitatis  documentum  codex  Vati - 
canus  asservat  in  exordio  Epistolae  ad  Ephesios.  Res  est  nota,  et 
multorum  disquisitionibus  agitata,  priscis  rei  Christian®  tempori- 
bus,  in  salutatione  epistolae  praemissa,  post  to»$  ayttts  t «<*  ovn 
voces  tt  E<pttra>  (Eph.  i.  1)  defuisse.  Ex  quo  effecere  nostri,  epi- 
stolam  ex  encyclicarum  genere,  et  ad  plures  ecclesias  missara  fuisse, 
spatiumque  vacuum  ex  industria  remansisse,  ut  inter  recitandum 
expleretur,  adjecta  mentione  urbis,  in  qua  epistola  praelegebatur : 
adpellatam  vero  fuisse  deinceps  Epistolam  ad  Ephesios ,  quod  ibi 
primum  fuerit  promulgata,  vel  etiam  ex  dignitate  urbis,  qua  inter 
Asi®  urbes,  ad  quas  epistola  data  erat,  eminuerit.  Nonnullis  autem 
ex  antiquis  ecclesi®  doctoribus  res  non  carere  mysterio  videbatnr, 
quod  in  verbo  to<$  ovc -<  ( qui  sunt)  reconditum  esse  suspicabantur. 
Sententia  enim  :  “  Paulusf  Jesu  Christit  per  voluntatem  Dei , 
“  apostolus ,  sanctis,  qui  sunt ,  et  fidelihus  in  Christo  Jesu ,  etc." 
in  co  singulars  erat,  quod,  deficiente  nomine  urbis,  to  qui  sunt 
nusquam  referretur;  nec  quidquam  undequaque  esset  adjunctum, 
unde  divinare  liceret,  vel  quales  sint,  vel  ubinam  sint.  Dedit 

1  Epiphan.  I  fores.  xxn.  p.  163,  edit.  Basil.  tv  not  St  cum ygcMpoa  (a  or  got 
QiXypava)  rgioxaihixctry  or  go  tvs  orgof  Hfigaiovi  noragaKOiidlxartit  nr  tour  at.  <zXX<z  St 
nvriygntya.  tfcti  rtj *  or  got  E pgaiou;  ^utaryv  Tgo  ruv  J vo  rati  or  got  ’TifioStev,  teat  "Tirov,  xeti 
■tt/Xr fiova.  X. 

2  Atlianas.  Epist.  Festal,  tom.  i.  p.  it.  p.  9G2,  edit.  Maur.  x*t  fnra.  rotvrat 

ergot  BtroaXovixtit  St/o,  xat  fi  ergot  Efigaiovs,  xai  tt/Svt  or  got  (x.i\>  'TtfioSto*  $uo.  X. 
Auctorem  vero  lil»ri,  qui  synopsis  s.  scripture  inscribitur,  eundem  Atbanasium 
esse  auspicor,  cui  Euthalins  opus  suum  nuncupavit,  cui  pariter  est  Itxarn  ergot 
E {ogmovt. —  Tom.  ii.  opp.  A  than.  p.  197. 
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hoc  ansam  interpretation!,  quain  Hieronimus  in  medium  adduxit: 
11  Quidam,  ait,  curiosius  quam  necesse  est  putant,  ex  eo  quod 
“  dictum  Moysi  sit :  Haec  dices  filiis  Israel,  Qui  est ,  misit  me ; 
“  etiam  cos,  qui  Ephesi  sunt,  sancti  ct  fideles,  essentiae  vocabulo 
lt  nuncupatos,  ut  ab  eo,  Qui  est ,  hi  qui  sunt  appellentur.”1  In 
hac  explicatione  Basilius  haud  parum  praesidii  contra  Eunomium 
se  invenisse  existimabat,  quam  etiam  ex  auctoritate  majorum  com- 
mendare,  et  cx  antiquis  tueri  excmplaribus  adnitebatur,  quee 
locum  destitutum  nomine  urbis,  ita  exhibebant :  t iytoif 

OVftH,  KCtt  7TICTO<5  -  X.2 

Eumdem  in  modum  comparet  locus  iste  in  codice  Vaticano: 
abest  nomen  urbis  in  contextu  ipso ,  et  juxta  tantum  in  margine  a 
prima  manu,  pari  elegantia  et  assiduitate  ac  reliqua  pars  operis, 
adscriptum  cernitur ;  sed  charactere  paullo  exiliori,  quod  typotheta 
hie  non  expressit ;  caeterum  ita  se  habet : 

ATAOcAIIOCTOAOCXr 
FtAIAGE  AHMATOC0T 
TOlcATI  OICTOICOTClN  ENE 
KAinicToicENxrirr  *Ecn 
XAPICTMINKAIEIPHNH 

Si  vero  seculo  quarto,  tempore  Basilii,  codices  nomen  urbis  jam  in 
contextum  reccperant,  et  lectio  sententiae  sine  urbis  mentione  rebus 
antiquatis  accenscbatur,  de  cujus  fide  ex  vetuslis  tantum  libris 
constaret;  nil  certe  ratiocinatio  in  se  habet  insolens  aut  immodi- 
cum,  cum  librum  Vaticanum  in  ca  tempora  reposuerimus,  quae 
Basilium  nondum  viderunt  eloquentise  laude  et  operibus  illustrem. 

Duo  jam  sunt  argumentorum  genera,  ex  quibus  aetatem  libri 
Vaticani  dignoscere  atque  comprobare  instituimus,  quorum  primum 
vim  habet  universe  vetustateni  cjus  summam  quamcumque  asse- 
rendi.  Hue  pertinet  characterum  cum  Herculanensibus  propinqua 
affinitas,  et  haud  obscura  similitudo ;  litterarum  bina  renovatio ; 
vocum  perpetua  commissura,  nulla  sejunctione,  multo  minus  ali- 
qua  interpunctione  distincta;  accentus  seriori  atramento  ab  aliena 
manu  adpositi ;  forma  libri  ad  imitationem  voluminum  adaptata, 
atque  columnarum  numerus  huic  fbrmse  conveniens;  par  fere 
earum  cum  Herculanensibus  altitudo,  latitudo,  et  intervalla  pariter 
aequalia  :  htec  omnia  codici  aetatem  vindicant,  qua  caeteros  codices, 

1  Commentar.  in  Epist.  ad  Ephes.  i,  1.  Tom.  vii.  opp.  edit.  Valarsii,  p.  543. 

3  Basil,  contra  Eunom.  lib.  ii.  c.  10,  pp.  254-55.  Tom.  i.  opp.  edit.  Garneiii. 
rraii  ttytetf  toi;  cuaiv,  xili  Tioareif  1 1  Xoitrrtai  l-naou,  ootu  yag  ci  nf^-o/v  Taga- 
S(S<i/A :atn,  %ai  nftiif  tp  roif  ru*  a*rtyi>ce$et>v  \vot)ko. fi.it.  X. 
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quos  in  bibliothecis  asservari  novimus,  longe  exuperat.  Alia  vero, 
certi  cujusdam  ®vi  notas  et  indicia  includunt:  qualia  sunt,  addita- 
menta  ad  subscriptiones  tardius  ab  alio  annexa ;  quee  et  ipsa  ne- 
quidem  Euthalii  formulas  sequuntur,  sed  speciem  ejusmodi  nota- 
tionum  prae  se  ferunt,  ex  quibus  Euthalius  posthac  subscriptiones 
suas  collegit  et  efFormavit :  defectus  porro  capitum  Ammoniano- 
rum,  quae  senescente  seculo  iv.,  in  Graecorum  libris  consueta,  jam 
ad  Latinos  commigrarunt :  in  Actis,  et  catholicis  Epistolis,  duplex 
in  capita  divisio,  quarum  ne  altera  quidem,  adventitia,  et  tempore 
posterior,  ad  Euthalii  normam  confecta  est:  capita,  per  omnes 
epistolas  Pauli,  una  numerorum  serie  concinnata  ;  divisio,  ut  palam 
est  vetustissima,  cui  deinceps  auctoritatem  abrogavit  alia,  quae 
capita  singulis  epistolis  peculiaria  adtribuit,  et  ipsa  etiam  antiqua, 
cum  haudquaquam  ab  Euthalio,  sed  ex  ejus  testimonio,  setate 
majorum  condita  sit:  Epistola  ad  Hebraeos  paullo  ante  loco  mota, 
et  retro  post  secundam  ad  Thessalonicenses  amandata,  quae  mu- 
tatio,  quod  superstites  in  codice  notae  indicant,  tunc  vecens  et  nova, 
Athanasii  temporibus  jam  in  jEgypto  communis  fuit  et  usu  intro- 
ducta:  nomen  denique  urbis  in  salutatione  ad  Ephesios  omissum, 
quod  sevo  Basilii  in  veteribus  tantum  libris  usuvenit.  Cuncta  haec 
commonstrant,  codicem  haud  dubie  seculo  ir.  esse  adjudicandum, 
et  quidem  non  adulto  et  decedenti,  sed  exaratum  fuisse  ante  seculi 
medium ;  qua  setate,  nec  Basilius,  neque  Athanasius  nominis  clari- 
tudinem  scriptis  erant  consecud.  Fatendum  insuper  est,  quod 
harum  rerum  expertos  latere  nequit,  raros  aut  nullos  omnino  su- 
peresse  codices,  litteris  majusculis  exaratos,  de  quorum  sevo  non 
conjecturali  quodum  ratiocinio,  sed  justis,  ac  tot  legitimis  argu¬ 
ments  liquido  statui,  et  queis  finitum  exiguis  adeo  limidbus  tem- 
poris  spatium  possit  assignari.  Qu®  c®terum  de  NovoTestamento 
dixi,  earn  quoque  partem  concernunt,  qu®  Vetus  Testam.  complec- 
titur,  ab  eadem  calligraphi  manu  profectam ;  sed  parcius  dotalam 
peculiaribus  certi  cujusdam  sevi  documends,  secus  ac  in  Novo 
Foedere  factum  est,  cui  locuples  obtigit  crileriorum  varietas,  cum 
summa  perspicuitate  conjuncta. 

P.S.  In  Ilia  note  to  p.  99,  Hug  affirms,  that  the  verse  from  Euripides  which 
he  there  cites,  and  which,  from  the  year  1743,  has  been  received  aa  a  genuine 
inscription,  existing  in  Herculaneum  at  the  time  of  the  catastrophe  of  that  city, 
was  an  imposition  practised  on  Winckelmann;  and  he  refers  to  his  authorities. 
Of  the  alleged  discovery  of  the  inscription,  in  that  year,  a  short  account  is  to  be 
found  in  Dr.  Foster’s  ‘  Essay  on  Accent ,’  p.  398.  (See  Preface,  p.  60.) 


FINIS. 


ANNOTATIONS 

TO 

THE  BOOK 

OF  THE 


NEW  COVENANT. 


ANNOTATIONS. 


ST.  MATTHEW. 

The  direct  current  of  tradition,  from  the  earliest  times  to 
which  we  can  ascend,  bears  uniform  testimony,  that  St. 
Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  in  Hebrew,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Christian  converts  of  his  nation.  There  is  no  sound,  critical 
reason  for  questioning  this  most  probable  tradition  ;  and  all 
the  learned  ingenuities  put  forth  in  opposition  to  it  in  the 
last  three  centuries,  have  every  character  of  speculative  efforts 
vainly  exerted  to  press  against  the  stream.  And,  when  a 
learned  lecturer  in  divinity  is  driven  to  such  an  argument 
as  the  following,  it  is  plain  that  the  stream  is  too  strong 
for  the  resistance  :  “  If  so  many  books  in  Greek,”  he  asks, 
“  why  not  all?  It  seems  to  have  been  prejudice,  which  first 
“  made  men  fancy  it  was  likely  that  those  two  books 
“  (St.  Matthew’s  Gospel  and  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews) 
“  should  be  first  written  in  Hebrew,  and  thence  conclude  that 
“  they  were  so .’M  It  would  be  difficult  to  find  a  judgment 
more  entirely  devoid  of  the  principles  of  true  criticism  than 
this.  The  reverend  lecturer's  question — “  Why  not  all? — 
has  certainly  no  claim  to  a  reply ;  and  his  conclusion  evi¬ 
dently  proves,  that  lie  was  far  from  being  entitled  to  charge 
* prejudice ’  on  others.  The  action  of  ‘fancy,’  therefore,  is 
wholly  within  the  minds  of  those  who  oppose  the  uniform 
current  of  early  tradition,  without  the  shadow  of  a  reason 
for  their  opposition,  historical  or  critical. 

Scholz  has  supplied  us  with  the  conclusion  of  a  scholion 
subjoined  to  the  Gospel  of  Matthew  in  six  MSS.  of  the 
eleventh  and  twelfth  centuries,  the  first  part  only  of  which 
scholion  is  given  by  Wetstein,  Birch,  and  Schulz.  This 
passage  goes  to  confirm  the  conjecture  of  Michaelis,  which 


1  Iley’a.  Lectures,  vol.  i.  p.  2C.  b.  i.  c.  vi.  §  5. 
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he  thus  expressed  ( hitrod .  vol.  iii.  sect.  2,  p.  11 1) :  44  Though, 
44  according  to  some  writers,  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  was 
44  written  only  eight  years  after  the  Ascension,  but,  according 
“  to  others,  at  a  much  later  period,  we  may  reconcile  this 
44  seeming  contradiction  ;  for  it  is  possible  that  both  of  these 
44  accounts  are  true.  If  St.  Matthew’s  Gospel  was  written 
44  originally  in  Hebrew,  and  afterwards  translated  into  Greek, 
“  the  former  date  may  denote  the  time  of  the  original  com- 
44  position ,  and  the  latter  may  relate  to  the  year  in  which 
“  this  Gospel  first  appeared  in  Greek.”  Now,  the  scholion 
purports,  4  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  in  Jerusalem, 
4  eight  years  after  the  Ascension  of  Christ ;  and,  that  it  was 
‘  translated  into  the  Greek  tongue  (by  John,  or  James)  thirty 
4  years  after  that  same  event which  brings  the  date  of  the 
translation  to  a.d.  63,  i.  e.  to  the  4  much  later  ’  date  that  has 
been  assigned  by  some  to  this  Gospel.  The  words  of  the  scho¬ 
lion,  as  they  are  cited  by  Seholz,  are  these :  ro  xctra  MarOa toy 
evayyeXXiov  egedofy  u<r  avrov  ev  Tg^offoXv/to/g  fiira  %govov(  q  rr,g  rou 
Xgiffrou  r,g(j,rtveu6r)  Se  (wro  I uavvoo — - vrro  rou  laxafiov  — 

6 ^riyuruv  5e  ryv  xara  rou  Xoiarou  yevvrjff/v)  X  eig  T7)v  'EXXafia 

<pu'jr}v.  —  ( Proleg .  pp.  xxix.  xxx.)  The  words  t^rryurm,  See., 
4  shewing  Christ’s  birth  according  to  the  nature  of  man,’  arc 
explained  by  Irenaeus,  who  says;  44  The  Gospel  according  to 
“  St.  Matthew  was  written  for  the  Jews  :  for,  they  earnestly 
44  desired  a  Messiah  of  the  seed  of  David  ;  and  Matthew, 
“  having  the  same  desire  to  a  yet  greater  degree,  strove  by 
“  all  means  to  give  them  full  satisfaction,  that  Christ  was  oj 
44  the  seed  of  David:  wherefore,  lie  began  with  his  genea- 
“  logy.” — (ap.  Lardner’s  Jewish  and  Heathen  Testimonies , 
vol.  i.  p.  21 .) 

But  we  find,  in  this  Gospel,  an  internal  evidence  corro¬ 
borative  of  the  tradition.  In  chap.  xv.  5,  we  read  :  44  Who¬ 
soever  shall  say  to  his  father  or  mother,  it  is  a  gift,”  Sec. ; 
but,  in  the  corresponding  passage  of  Mark,  c.  viii.  11,  we 
read  :  44  If  a  man  say  to  his  father  or  mother,  Korban ,  that 
is,  a  gift.”  Now,  in  translating  immediately  from  a  Hebrew 
text,  the  translator  would  simply  render  pip,  4  horban ,’  in 
this  place,  in  its  ordinary  sense,  as  he  rendered  every  other 
Hebrew  word  of  the  context,  without  introducing  the  original 
word  itself;  lie  would  therefore  translate,  Sugov:  but,  the 
writer  in  Greek,  knowing  Korban  to  be  a  peculiar  term 
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among  the  Jews,  would  be  likely,  like  Josephus,1  to  introduce 
the  word  in  its  native  form,  and  to  subjoin  an  explanation. 
On  the  other  hand,  where  it  was  used  by  the  author  as  a 
proper  name,  the  translator  would  express  the  name,  as  in 
c.  xxvii.  6,  “  it  is  not  lawful  to  put  them  into  the  Korban ” — 
ovx.  e£e<rr/  fiaks/v  aura  etg  rov  Koofiav.  This  distinction  is  llOt 
apparent  in  our  version,  which  renders,  “  into  the  treasury ,” 
because  Wiclif  had  rendered,  *  into  the  tresorie ;  though  even 
the  Latin  Vulgate  had  rendered,  i  in  Corbonam If  we  apply 
this  test  to  the  texts  of  Matthew  and  Mark,  it  will  alone 
render  probable,  that  the  former  is  a  translation  from  an 
Hebrew  original,  and  that  the  latter  was  originally  composed 
in  Greek. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Verses  1-18.]  The  object  of  the  evangelist,  in  this  intro¬ 
duction  to  his  history,  is  to  trace  the  natural  generation  of 
the  human  ancestors  of  the  Messiah ;  and  to  contrast  with  it, 
his  own  preternatural  and  divine  generation.  The  first  of  these 
he  does,  according  to  the  apparent  or  legal  genealogy,  namely, 
that  of  Joseph  the  husband  of  Mary,  both  of  whom  were 
lineally  descended  from  David  ;  the  former  through  Solomon, 
the  latter  through  Nathan,  both  sons  of  David.  The  true 
genealogy  of  our  Lord’s  human  person,  through  Nathan  and 
the  father  of  Mary,  is  recorded  by  the  evangelist,  St.  Luke, 
(c.  iii.  24-39.)  Our  English  version  renders  the  names  of 
those  ancestors  according  to  the  Latin  of  the  Vulgate,  which 
gives  them  as  they  had  been  varied  in  the  Greek,  to  suit  its 
peculiar  enunciation  ;  by  which  process,  a  very  unreasonable 
discordance  with  our  translation  of  the  Hebrew  Scriptures  is 
produced :  for,  as  we  have  fixed  the  English  form  of  Hebrew 
names  in  the  old  Scriptures,  reason  enjoins  us  to  adhere  to 
that  form  in  the  new?  and  thus,  to  translate  Po/3oa/x,  and  o£/a;, 
Rehoboam ,  and  Uzziali ,  as  we  translate  viog  and  sysmjirs,  son, 
and  begat.  This  rule  is  observed  throughout  the  present 
Revision. 

1  rev  h^ov  6wrai /gov.  kcc>.uto.i  5i  u  the  holy  treasure,  which  is  called 

“  tCorbanas — (B.  J.  lilt.  ii.  c.  9.  §  4.) 

7  Abp.  Newcome  has  made  a  similar  remark:  “  It  is  material,  that  the 
names  of  the  same  persons  should  he  written  in  the  New  Testament  ns  it  is 
judged  most  proper  to  write  them  in  the  Old  ;  and  that,  for  instance,  we  should 
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Ver.  9.]  Here,  three  generations  are  excluded  from  the 
genealogy.  “  Why,  in  the  midst  of  this  part,”  asked  Euthy- 
mius,  in  the  12th  century,  “  has  the  evangelist  omitted  three 
“  kings ,  namely,  Och-Ozias,  son  of  Joram,  Joash ,  son  of 
“  Och-Ozias,  and  Amezias ,  son  of  Joash?  For  Amezias 
“  begat  Azarias,  who  is  also  Ozias ,  having  both  those  names. 
“  How,  then,  does  Matthew  say,  that  i  Joram  begat  Ozias?'” 
n  hr\rore  xara  rr}v  /xetfTjv  ravrr,v  fAsgtda.  rgtig  rragtXiTe  ftadiXetg,  rov 
re  rov  Icoool/j,  viov,  OyoZyav,  xat  rov  rov  Oyo^iov  viov,  I  wag,  xa/ 
rov  rov  Iwag  viov,  A/Aidiav ;  A/zeovag  yag  tyevvyde  rov  A^aoiav,  ov 
O^tav,  Sictivu/Log  yao  t\v.  rrug  oov  6  NarOaiog  $r,<uv,  on  Iwgu'A 

eyew7]de  rov  ofyav ;  “  Why  those  three  kings  have  been  passed 
“  by  (he  adds),  no  one  has  ever  yet  said  ;  the  reason  is,  there- 
u  fore,  wholly  doubtful  to  those  of  our  age,  since  none  of 
“  our  predecessors  have  solved  the  question.” — 8ia  nva  Xoyov 
oi  rge/g  ‘rage/afyffav  (3a<rt\eig,  oudeig  co»  (Aiyj^i  xat  vvv  urre'  nuw  yag 
anogog  6  \oyog  roicye  v.ara  rag  i\[iereoctg  yeveag ,  on  /j.7)be  ruv  ngo 
TifLuv  ng  eXvee  ro  £rt roupevov.1  This  chasm  in  the  genealogy 
was  early  remarked  by  Epiphanius,  Jerom,  Chrysostom,  and 
Augustin ;  but  its  simple  cause  (not  readily  apparent  in  their 
age,  though  manifest  and  obvious  in  ours)  escaped  their  de¬ 
tection.  It  cannot  now  be  admitted  into  rational  belief,  that 
St.  Matthew,  a  Levite,  to  wdiom,  as  to  his  whole  nation,  the 
Hebrew  Scriptures  and  genealogies  were  as  open  and  familiar 
as  the  histories  and  successions  of  our  English  kings  are  to 
us,  ever  wrote  in  his  Hebrew  original,  “  Joram  begat  Uzziah 
(or  Ozias).”  He,  like  his  junior  contemporary,  Josephus,  had 
read  in  1  Chron.  iii.  10-13,  the  following  genealogies  in  the 
Hebrew  original,  and  in  the  Greek  version  of  the  LXX., 
differing  only  in  the  enunciation  of  the  names : 


Hebrew. 

And  Solomon's  son  was  Rehoboam. 
Abia,  his  son  ; 

Asa,  his  son ; 

Jehoshapbat,  his  son ; 

Joram,  his  son ; 

Akaziah ,  his  son ; 

Joash,  his  son ; 

Amaziah ,  his  son  ; 


LXX.  Greek. 

The  sons  of  Solomon,  Roboam. 
Abia,  his  son ; 

Asa,  his  son ; 

Josaphat,  his  son ; 

Joram,  his  son ; 

Och-Ozias ,  his  son ; 

J oas ,  his  son  ; 

A  mazias,  his  son ; 


read  Elijah,  Elisha,  Isaiah,  Noah ,  Ilaran,  Joshua,  Ilosea,  &c.  for  Elias,  Eliseus, 
Esaias,  Noe,  Charran,  Jesus,  Heb.  iv.  8,  Osee,  &c."—  Historical  View  of  Engl. 
Bill.  Translations ,  p.  345.  Dublin,  1792. 

1  Comment,  ad  Matt.  tom.  i.  p.  33. 
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Hebrew. 

LXX.  Greek. 

Azariah  (also,  Uzziah ),  his  son; 

Azarias  (also,  Ozias ),  his  son  ; 

Jotham,  his  son ; 

Joalham,  his  son ; 

Ahaz,  his  son ; 

Ahaz,  his  son ; 

Hezekiah,  his  son;  &c. 

Ezekias,  his  son ;  &c. 

The  three  generations 

here  printed  in  italics,  are  the 

three  that  are  omitted  in  the  existing  Greek  text  of  Matthew. 
In  the  Greek  texts  of  the  Septuagint  and  of  Josephus,  Aha - 
ziah  of  the  Hebrew  is  written  OyoQag,  Och-Ozias ;  and  in 
the  text  of  Josephus  and  Matthew,  Azariah  is  written  o £/ac, 


Ozias.  The 

corresponding 

texts  of  Matthew  and  Josephus 

stand  thus : 

Matthew. 

Josephus. 

2oXo /auv 

loXofim 

Po/3oa/x 

P  o&oa/tog 

A(3iag 

A(3iag 

Asa 

Aaavog 

lusapar 

lusatparog 

Iwga/x 

Iwga/xos 

* 

•  Oyp?iu<; 

* 

*luasog 

* 

+  A  fiaSiag 

0£ag 

O  i'ceg 

1ua0a/J, 

\w6ufLog 

AxaZ 

Efyxiag 

E^ex/ag 

Now,  as  the  generations  omitted  in  the  genealogy  are 
precisely  those  from  Och-Ozias  to  Ozias,  it  will  be  evident 
to  every  one  moderately  familiar  with  the  nature  of  the 
transcriptural  errors  of  the  Greek  MSS.  (already  exposed 
in  the  Preface),  that  some  very  early  Greek  scribe,  to  whom 
the  Hebrew  genealogies  were  unfamiliar  or  indifferent, 
passed  heedlessly  from  laga/x,  over  Oyo  &ccg,  to  ofyagy  misled 
by  the  very  ordinary  cause  of  exclusions,  the  o/xo/o-eXeyvov, 
&£/ ag — og/ag  (see  above,  p.  69),  omitting  the  three  interme¬ 
diate  names.  Thus  it  has  plainly  happened,  that  the  three 
kings  in  question,  oi  roeig  (3a s/\eig  required  by  Euthymius, 
*  have  been  passed  by  or  over'  —  rra^ta^sav,  in  the  catalogue 
of  this  chapter.  Origen  remarked,  what  might  reasonably 
have  been  expected,  “  that  there  are  frequent  errors  in  the 
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u  Greek  copies  of  Hebrew  names — ^/tagrtig^at  tv  roig  iXXtjv/jio/; 
(t  avriygapoig  ra  ireoi  rw  ovofiaruv  tcXX axovf  and  we  have 
here  a  very  important  and  demonstrated  proof  of  the  fact. 
And,  the  evidence  thus  revealed,  confirms  the  glossaic  and 
spurious  character  of  verse  17  in  the  common  text;  (whose 
false  computations  were  manifestly  formed  subsequently  to , 
and  were  wholly  founded  ony  the  omission ;)  and  proves  it 
to  have  been  originally  a  marginal  note,  intruded  into  the 
text  after  the  former  error  had  established  itself  in  the 
Greek  copies.  Assuredly,  the  evangelist  did  not  interrupt 
the  solemnity  and  continuity  of  his  narration,  by  so  unsea¬ 
sonable  and  idle  a  computation.  It  is,  therefore,  rejected 
from  this  Revision,  as  a  vindication  due  to  the  evangelist, 
both  from  reason  and  reverence. 

Ver.  12.  And  Josiah  begat  Jehoiakim. ~\  The  same  igno¬ 
rance  or  negligence  of  the  Greek  or  Gentile  scribes,  with 
respect  to  the  Hebrew  filiations,  that  caused  the  previous 
omission  of  three  generations,  has  generally  disordered  this 
whole  context  in  the  MSS.,  and  has  excluded  one  generation. 
We  may  be  sure,  that  the  evangelist,  as  Josephus,  wrote 
conformably  to  the  public  record  of  his  nation  in  the  same 
chapter,  1  Chron.  iii.  15-17, 

v/oi  Iowa,  luaxi/j,,  &c. 
vioi  luay-ifii  Ieyoviag,  &c. 
vi oi  I tyoviag,  SaXadojX,  &c. 

the  sons  of  Josiah,  Jehoiakim,  &c. 
the  sons  of  Jehoiakim,  Jeconiah,  &c. 
the  sons  of  Jechoniah,  Salathiel,  &c. 

The  cause  of  the  subsequent  confusion  in  the  Greek  MS. 
texts  of  this  passage,  will  be  found  in  the  different  renderings 
of  the  Hebrew  names  into  Greek  forms.  Thus,  Josephus 
rendered  the  name  Jehoiakim ,  Icnxipog,  and  the  name  Jeco¬ 
niah ,  differing  only  by  a  x  and  a  y.1  Hence,  both 

names  became  confounded  into  one,  to  the  extrusion  of  one. 
The  Codd.  Vat.  349,  JSscurial.  9,  12,  and  the  Jerusalem- 
Syriac  (Birch),  read,  luaiag  8e  eyevvr,fft  rov  luaxti/j,,  lua xti/j,  8e 
eyem jtfe  rov  leyoviav,  in  conformity  with  the  Septuagint  and 

1  “  x  corrumpitur  in  *,  et  contra :  nec  vero  minim  fit,  ejusdem  orgaui 
“  literas  inter  se  mutari.” — Canter.  (See  above,  p.  5G.) 
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Josephus;  and,  that  the  evangelist  originally  wrote  the  same, 
cannot  he  questioned  by  a  genuine  criticism. 

Ver.  13.  Salathiel  begat  Zorobabel.]  In  Ezra,  iii.  8,  and 
v.  2,  we  read,  “  Zerubbabel,  the  son  of  Shealtiel  and  in 
1  Chron.  iii.  17,  we  find  this  name  written  Salathiel .  In 
both  places  the  name  is  the  same  in  the  Hebrew, 
but  the  translator,  or  reviser,  of  Ezra,  wrote  the  name 
according  to  the  Hebrew  points,  and  that  of  the  Chronicles , 
as  it  had  been  transmitted  in  the  Greek  of  the  LXX.  It 
should  here  have  been  rendered  Shealtiel ;  as  also  Zorobabel , 
Zernbbdbel. 

Ver.  17.  Of  whom  was  begotten  Jesus.]  Not  “born,”  as 
our  version  renders  from  the  Latin  “natus”  tyivv^  is  un¬ 
questionably  to  be  understood  in  the  passive  sense  of  eyemjers, 
as  used  in  all  the  preceding  verses ;  and  should,  therefore, 
have  been  rendered  1  geni  tus'  in  the  Latin,  as  tytwi i<re  is  ren¬ 
dered  1  genuit.'  The  evangelist  evidently  speaks  with  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  generating  cause;  and  that  relation  would  have 
been  obvious  in  the  succeeding  verse  (as  restored  in  this 
Revision),  had  it  not  been  for  the  interruption  of  the  intru¬ 
sive  gloss,  at  ver.  17  of  the  common  text. 

Ver.  19.  Was  found  to  be  with  child  (of  the  Holy  Spirit.)] 
Beza  suspected,  on  very  sagacious  grounds,  that  the  words 
*  of  the  Holy  Spirit ,’  in  this  place,  are  intrusive ;  and  were 
not  inserted  by  the  evangelist.  Mary,  was  not  ( found  to  be 
‘  with  child  of  the  Holy  Spirit in  the  first  instance  ;  she  was 
only,  ‘ found  to  be  with  child'  The  evangelist  reserved  the 
solution  of  the  mystery  for  his  21st  verse ;  but  it  seems,  that 
the  impatience  of  the  pious  philoponist  could  not  wait  the 
evangelist’s  time  for  explanation,  and  therefore  anticipated 
it,  by  intruding  his  mistimed  explanatory  parenthesis  (ex 
TveufLctrog  ayiov). 

Ver.  21.  That  which  is  in  her ,  is  begotten ,  &c.]  ro  yu.%  tv 
aurj j,  ytvvrt9tv  ex  <zvtv/i,aroe  etfr/v  ay/ov ;  not,  to  ycig  tv  uvtj j  ytvvi)6tvy 
ex  t.  cr.  e.  a.,  as  commonly  divided.  It  was  the  to  tv  avry, 
that  disturbed  the  mind  of  Joseph ;  and  the  angel  quieted 
his  alarm  by  the  assurance,  yewr,dtv  eertv  (or  tytwqQri)  ex  vveu- 
paTog  ayiov  —  “  has  been,  or  is  begotten  of  the  Holy  Spirit." 
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So,  effo/Lai  cecro iOug,  Heb.  ii.  13  ;  e/o'/  yeyovoreg,  ib.  vii.  21,23,  &C. 
(See  Matthias  Gr.  Gr.  Blomfield,  vol.  ii.  §  559,  pp.  855, 6.) 
This  use  of  the  participle  with  the  finite  verb  is  frequent  with 
all  the  apostolical  writers.  So  also,  r,aav  suayye>j^o/j,evoit  r,v 
bsdixug,  7,6av  rguyovreg,  &c.  Division  and  punctuation  can 
allege  no  authority  of  antiquity. 

Ib.  Begotten.']  Not  1  conceived  *  as  our  version  has  copied 
from  Erasmus  (see  Preface,  p.  13).  The  verb  yewa w,  applied 
to  the  male,  signifies,  to  ‘  engender ;  applied  to  the  female, 
it  signifies,  to  1  give  birth ;  but  it  has  not  the  intermediate 
sense  of  4 conceive  *  The  alteration  of  the  Latin  by  Erasmus, 
from  lnatus'  to  *  conceptusj  is  the  more  extraordinary  here, 
because,  in  his  note  to  Luke,  i.  35,  he  expressly  remarks ; 
“  Non  hie  agitur  de  persona  concipientis ,  sed  de  novo  modo 
il  concipiendi,  deque  foetus  exeellentia.”  In  this  place,  it 
manifestly  respects,  not  the  conceptional  effect ,  but  the  pro¬ 
creative  cause.  The  diversion  of  the  attention  from  the  latter 
to  the  former  object,  in  this  place,  in  ver.  17,  and  in  Luke, 
i.  35,  of  the  Latin  Vulgate  (from  which  our  translation  was 
made),  is  a  result  of  that  early  superstition  which  directed 
devotional  honour  to  the  Holy  Virgin. 

Ver.  26.  Brought  forth  her  son.]  The  Vatican  and  other 
ancient  MSS.  and  versions  read  simply,  erexe  rov  viov — “brought 
“  forth  her  son,”  without  ^ororoxov — first-born. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  1.  After  Jesus  had  been  born,  &c.]  i.  e.  two  years 
after,  v.  16. 

44  Wise  men  from  the  east,”  says  Prideaux,  44  following 
44  the  guidance  of  a  star,  came  and  worshipped  Christ  at 
44 Bethlehem .” —  (Part  ii.  p.  507  :  fol.)  And  Hug:  “The 
44  parents  and  the  child  receive,  in  Bethlehem ,  a  visit  of  the 
44  Magi.” — ( Introd .  vol.  ii.  p.  274.)  Such  has  been  the  pre¬ 
scriptive  confusion  of  history,  transmitted  through  ages  of 
darkness.  The  historical  accounts  of  Luke  and  Matthew  have 
been  strangely  mingled  and  anachronised.  It  was  not  observed, 
that  St.  Luke  relates  the  incidents  following  immediately  from 
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the  birth  of  Christ,  until  his  first  removal  to  Nazareth,  from 
Bethlehem  anil  Jerusalem ;  but  that  Matthew  begins  with 
those  which  occurred  when  our  Lord  had  attained  the  age 
of  two  years,  and  carries  them  on  until  his  second  removal  to 
Nazareth  from  Egypt.  Frank,  in  his  “ Jubilazan  Chronology  ” 1 
was  the  first  to  shew  (which  might  have  been  easily  inferred 
from  the  Gospels)  that  the  “  Adoration  of  the  Magi,”  as  it  is 
commonly  called,  took  place,  not  at  Bethlehem,  but  at  Naza¬ 
reth .  It  took  place  when  Herod  had  “  exactly  ascertained ,” 
(r,XPi[3ojffe,  avri  toj  ax£//3w£  s/zccQzv,  Euthym.)  that  our  Lord  was 
“  about  two  years  old”  We  learn  from  Luke,  that  at  the 
expiration  of  the  time  prescribed  by  the  law  for  purification 
after  child-birth  (i.  e.  foi'ty-one  days,  or  six  weeks,  Lev.  xii.) 
“  they  brought  Jesus  ( from  Bethlehem)  to  Jerusalem,  to 
“  present  him  to  the  Lord ;  and  when  they  had  performed 
“  all  things  according  to  the  law,  they  returned  into  Galilee, 
“  to  their  city ,  Nazareth.”  There,  after  “  about  two  years,” 
the  eastern  travellers,  guided  by  the  miraculous  indication  of 
the  star,  found  our  Lord  “  in  the  house ”  (v.  11);  not  in  the 
manger  or  stable.  From  that  distant  station,  they  easily 
escaped  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  Ilerod  ;  which  would  not 
have  been  the  case  from  Bethlehem,  which  was  only  six 
miles  from  Jerusalem,  and,  consequently,  in  the  immediate 
sphere  of  Herod’s  presence,  vigilance,  and  power.  The  error 
and  confusion  of  the  dark  ages,  with  respect  to  this  fact  of 
history,  has  been  hitherto  confirmed  and  perpetuated  by  the 
imaginary  representations  of  the  great  painters  of  the  15th, 
16th,  and  17th  centuries,  who  were  taught,  and  impressed 
with,  that  same  error. 

Ver.  2.  His  star.]  That  this  was  a  luminous  phenomenon, 
like  the  pillar  of  fire  which  guided  the  Israelites  by  night, 
and  like  the  tongues  or  flames  of  fire  which  sat  on  the 
heads  of  the  disciples  on  the  day  of  the  Pentecost,  cannot  be 
reasonably  questioned ;  and,  because  it  is  called  a  *  star,’  we 
are  to  understand,  that  it  appeared,  to  the  eye  of  the  be¬ 
holder,  with  the  visible  magnitude  of  a  star  of  the  firmament. 
That  such  a  preternatural  existence  should  move  within  the 
sphere  of  those  whom  it  was  ordained  to  conduct,  and  should 

*  Pralusio  Chronologic  Fundamentalis ,  &.C.,  a  Jobanne  Georgio  Frank,  &c. 
Goettingw,  177-4 . 
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take  its  final  station  on  the  roof  of  a  house,  is  in  the  order  of 
the  two  miraculous  phenomena  above  cited;  it  is,  therefore, 
unreasonable  to  consider  its  appearance  with  any  reference 
to  physical  astronomy,  though  it  received  a  form  peculiarly 
adapted  to  command  the  observation  of  those  to  whom  it  was 
displayed.  It  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  recital,  that  after  the 
first  vision  of  the  sacred  meteor,  the  eastern  travellers  saw  it 
no  more,  until  it  reappeared  to  them  in  the  progress  of  their 
pursuit,  to  guide  them  onward  to  Nazareth. 

Ver.  3.  Herod,  the  hing.~\  “  Why,”  says  Euthymius,  “  does 
“  he  mention  the  place,  and  the  time ,  and  the  title  of  Herod? 
“  That  he  may  shew,  1st,  the  fulfilment  of  the  prophecy  of 
“  Micah,  ‘  And  thou ,  Bethlehem /  See.  ;  2dly,  the  fulfilment 
“  of  the  prophecy  of  Jacob  (Gen.  xlix.  10),  1  The  sceptre  shall 
“  1  not  depart  from  Judah  till  Shiloh  come ,’  &c. ;  for,  at  the 
“  eve  of  Christ’s  birth,  the  sceptre  did  depart  from  Judah; 
“  and  Herod,  the  Idumsean,  a  foreigner,  reigned  over  the 
“Jews:  3dly,  he  expresses  his  title ,  because  there  was  a 
“  second  Herod,  the  tetrarch.” 

Ver.  13.  When  they  had  departed  to  their  own  country. ] 
tig  TTjy  x,uiav  UVTUV  • — This  clause  of  the  Vat.  MS.  has  lapsed 
from  the  junior  texts,  either  through  an  opoior.  of  avrvv — ccvrwv, 
or  through  a  fastidious  avoidance  of  a  repetition,  customary 
to  a  Hebrew  narrator. 

Ver.  16.  Slew  all  the  children .]  “  Lardner,”  observes 

Michaelis,  “  has  employed  much  diligence  and  erudition  in 
“  answering  an  objection  to  St.  Matthew’s  relation  of  the 
“  massacre  in  Bethlehem,  drawn  from  the  silence  of  Josephus 
“  upon  that  subject.  His  answer  is,  in  my  opinion,  satis- 
“  factory;  and  the  objection  will  be  still  diminished,  if  we 
“  take  into  consideration  the  size  of  the  town,  which  was 
“  small  and  insignificant.” — (Vol.  i.  p,  50.)  That  the  mas¬ 
sacre  at  Bethlehem  would  not  have  presented  itself  to  the 
mind  of  the  Jewish  historian,  who  was  a  contemporary,  and 
had  been  an  eye-witness  of  numerous  massacres  perpetrated 
by  Herod,  as  it  does  to  us,  in  single  and  solitary  enormity, 
is  most  certain  ;  yet  we  cannot  assert  the  absolute  silence 
of  Josephus,  since  we  are  fully  authorised  to  include  that 
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massacre  in  the  general  class  of  those  of  which  he  says,  that 
Herod,  “  if  he  ever  thought  any  thing  was  stirring  against  his 
“  kingdom ,  was  not  able  to  control  himself ;  hut  persecuted 
“  even  his  kindred  and  friends,  as  if  he  was  taking  vengeance 
“  on  his  enemies.  —  u  e/g  tt\v  ctgyg/iv  T‘  Tagax/ve/v,  ov%  ixct vog 

(t  eavTou  xgaruv  eyivero,  xa/  8ie^rjX6ev  o/u,ou  ffuyyeite/g  xa /  <pi\oug,  }<fa 

“  rt(s\t(Lmg  r//xa>|o£/,u.svoj.” —  (Ant.  Jud.  lib.  xvi.  c.  5.)  This 
temper  of  Herod  is  graphically  illustrated  in  the  single  in¬ 
stance  recorded  by  St.  Matthew. 

lb.  Of  two  years  old ,  and  somewhat  under.]  a <zo  dnrovg 
y.cti  xarwT-egw  : — This  was  the  age  that  Herod  had  lt  accurately 
“  ascertained ”  (not,  vaguely  collected)  from  the  wise  men. 
As  minuteness  of  date  is  here  intended,  xarwre^w  is  to  be  un¬ 
derstood  in  a  restrictive  sense ;  according  to  the  rule,  “  where 
“  a  comparative  is  used,  independently  of  comparison,  to 
“  express  a  lower  degree  than  is  expressed  by  the  positive ; 
“  which,  in  English,  is  expressed  by  somewhat ,  rather .” — 
(Matthias's  Gr.  Gr.  Blomfield,  vol.  ii.  p.  661,  §  457.) 

Ver.  20.  They  are  dead.]  retf^xatri : — namely,  Jleiod.  It 
is  material  that  the  reader  should  impress  his  memory  with 
the  idioms  of  the  evangelists,  who  often  use  the  plural, 
though  speaking  of  a  singular  person  or  thing;  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  singular,  when  alluding  to  a  plurality. 

Ver.  23.  Returned  into.~\  a ug —  as  in  v.  12;  an¬ 
swering  to  btrscrge-^ecv,  in  Luke,  ii.  38 ;  not  *  turned  aside,’  as 
our  version  has  altered  Wiclif’s  “  went  into.1’  The  historian 
signifies,  that  they  had  designed  to  “  turn  aside,”  through 
fear  of  Archilaus ;  but,  being  warned  in  a  dream,  they  pur¬ 
sued  their  journey  to  “  the  land  of  Israel/’  and  returned  to 
their  home  at  Nazareth. 


CHAPTER  111. 

Ver.  15.  To  accomplish  the  whole  of  justification.] 
<r\nou<ja.i  troafav  5/xa/o(ruv?jp. — The  word,  5/x ci/oswi1},  as  has  been 
shewn  by  Bishop  Bull,  ought  to  be  rendered  ‘  justification,’ 
in  almost  every  place  where  it  occurs  under  the  New  Covenant. 
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“  Pro  certo  statuatur,  vocabulum  justificationis  (bixa.Muvr,;) 
“  in  hac  materia  forensem  significationem  obtinere,  atque  ac- 
“  tionem  designare  Dei,  more  judicis,  ex  lege  Christi  gratiosa 
“  absolventis  aecusatum,  justum  pronun tiantis,  et  ad  prae- 
“  mium  justitise,  h.e.  vitam  eeternam,  accipientis.” — ( Har¬ 
mon .  Apostol.  Opera,  p.  412.)  —  “  It  is  to  be  laid  down  for  a 
“  fixed  principle,  that  the  word  justification,  dixaioauvi),  in  this 
“matter,  has  a,  forensic  or  judicial  signification;  and  de- 
“  notes  the  act  of  God,  a9  judge,  absolving  the  accused,  by 
“  the  gracious  law  of  Christ;  pronouncing  him  guiltless,  and 
“  admitting  him  to  the  reward  of  righteousness,  that  is,  to 
“  eternal  life.”  To  effect  this  object,  was  the  sole  end  of 
Christ’s  assumption  of  our  flesh:  “  this  is  a  faithful  saying, 
“  and  worthy  of  all  acceptance,  that  Christ  Jesus  came  into 
“  the  world  to  save  sinners ”  (1  Tim.  i.  14).  This  was  the  pre¬ 
diction  of  the  angel  when  he  said,  “  He  will  save  his  people 
“  from  their  sins”  “  Christ  Jesus  (says  St.  Paul)  was  made 
“  a  minister  of  the  circumcision  for  the  sake  of  God’s  truth, 
“  to  confirm  His  promises  made  to  the  fathers  (Rom.  xv. 
“  8) :  Whom  God  foreordained  for  a  propitiation ,  through 
“  faith  in  his  blood,  to  be  &  proof  of  his  justification  by  the 
“  remission  of  past  sins ,  through  the  forbearance  of  God.” — 
(lb.  iii.  25,  26.)  Under  this  character  it  was  that  John  con¬ 
templated  him  when,  on  this  occasion,  he  exclaimed,  “  Behold 
“  the  Lamb  of  God,  that  taheth  away  the  sins  of  the  world!” 
(John,  i.  29.)  Under  this  character  also  it  was,  that  our 
Lord,  having  taken  on  himself  the  form  of  a  servant  and 
minister  of  the  circumcision,  in  order  to  his  gracious  dis¬ 
pensation  of  universal  justification,  required  from  John  the 
performance  of  the  rite  of  baptism,  as  a  necessary  preliminary 
to  his  accomplishment  of  that  blessed  service. 

For,  the  Gospel  is  not  a  system  of  ethics  devised  merely 
to  regulate  the  reciprocal  conduct  of  men  in  society  during 
their  continuance  in  this  life;  it  is  a  system,  devised  to 
regulate  their  conduct,  during  their  survivance  on  earth, 
with  an  especial  prospect  to  a  subsequent  state  of  being, 
in  which  they  must  subsist  unchangeably,  and  for  ever. 
It  is  based  on  the  great  truth  partially  descried,  acknow¬ 
ledged,  and  declared,  by  the  heathen  Cicero;  that  no  means 
of  ablution ,  within  the  reach  of  man,  is  able  to  efface 
the  lobes  anhni — the  stain  of  the  soul;  and  its  peculiar 
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and  exclusive  virtue  consists  in  supplying  that  vast  defi¬ 
ciency.  44  The  law  (said  that  upright  heathen)  enjoins  us 
44  to  approach  the  gods  with  purity ,  that  is,  of  the  soul , 
44  which  comprehends  all :  it  does  not  exclude  purity  of  the 
“  body,  but  this  ought  to  be  understood  as  included,  since 
“  the  soul  is  much  more  excellent  than  the  body.  And  we 
44  are  to  consider,  that  if  we  are  to  approach  them  with 
“  purity  of  body,  we  are  much  more  bound  to  preserve  that 
“  purity  in  our  souls :  for,  the  former  may  be  purified  by 
44  washing  of  water ,  or  by  the  lapse  of  some  days ;  but,  a  stain 
“  of  the  soul  cannot  be  obliterated  by  any  duration  of  time, 
44  nor  be  washed  out  by  rivers  of  water. —  Caste  jubet  lex 
44  adire  ad  deos,  animo  videlicet,  in  quo  sunt  omnia  :  nec 
44  tollit  castimoniam  corporis,  sed  hoc  oportet  intelligi,  cum 
44  multum  animus  corpori  praestat.  Observeturque,  ut  casto 
“  corpora  adeatur,  multum  esse  in  animis  id  servandum 
44  magis:  nam  illud,  vel  aspersione  aquee,  vel  dierum  nu- 
“  mero  tollitur;  animi  labes ,  nec  diuturnitate  vanescere,  nec 
44  amnibus  ullis,  elui  potest.” — ( De  Div.  lib.  ii.  c.  10.) 

The  peculiar  virtue  of  the  Gospel,  therefore,  consists  in 
having  supplied  that  great  deficiency  in  all  human  systems, 
ethical  or  philosophical,  viz.  a  means  of  effacing  every  stain 
of  the  soul ;  and  not  only  of  effacing  it  actually,  but  of  re¬ 
storing  the  soul  to  its  creative  purity,  and  advancing  it  to 
its  highest  attainable  degree  of  moral  and  intellectual  per¬ 
fection  in  the  life  which  is  to  succeed  this.  That  power  of 
the  Gospel,  St.  Paul  calls  44  the  power  of  God  for  salvation  ’ 
(Rom.  i.  16);  for,  as  he  elsewhere  affirms,  in  corroboration 
of  the  position  of  Cicero,  44  It  is  impossible  that  the  blood 
of  bulls  and  of  goats  should  take  away  sins.” 

It  is  essentially  necessary  to  keep  always  in  mind  this 
distinctive  character  of  the  Gospel  system,  in  judging  of  its 
ethical  or  moral  enunciations.  It  always  presupposes  a  labes 
animi,  a  stain  of  the  soul,  in  every  human  being — 44  it  hath 
44  concluded  all  under  Sin ”  (Gal.  iii.  23) ;  and  it  always  speaks 
with  reference  to  the  effacement  of  that  stain,  by  the  exclusive 
means  which  it  propounds.  Hence,  &r/.(ao$,jvst,  in  the  Gospel 
sense  of  the  word,  is  always  to  be  understood  to  signify  h/.am(ktc, 
justified;  as  is  evident  in  1  Pet.  iv.  18,  where  the  argument 
of  the  apostle  proves,  that  titzaiog  must  be  understood  rela¬ 
tively,  4 justified ,*  and  not  absolutely, 4  righteous /  (See  Annot.) 
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Hence,  also,  it  is,  that  dixcuoffwri,  which  may  conventionally 
be  rendered  righteousness  in  a  human  system  of  ethics,  must 
be  understood  and  rendered  justification,  or  acquittal  from  a 
charge  of  guilt ,  in  the  Gospel  system.  The  phrases,  ‘xomv, 
and  egya. ?s*6ou  dtxcuo<ruvriv,  in  apostolical  language,  signify,  to 
acquire ,  or  work  out  actively,  justification ,  just  as  xaregycc- 
£i<F0a<  ffurrjgiav  (Philipp,  ii.  12)  signifies  to  acquire ,  or  work 
out  actively,  salvation J  These  are  evidently  congenial 
phrases:  not  that  justification  or  salvation  can  be  acquired, 
positively  and  absolutely,  by  any  effort  of  human  power  or 
action  alone  (see  Annot.  to  1  John,  iii.7) :  they  are  graces  or 
free-gifts  of  God  ;  but,  they  are  granted  or  given  by  certain 
rules,  and  on  certain  conditions,  which  He  has  himself  pre¬ 
scribed  and  ordained.  Justification  i9  the  proximate  cause 
of  salvation;  as  a  true  and  operative  faith  in  the  atonement 
of  Christ  is  the  proximate  cause  of  justification;  but,  the 
atonement  itself  is  the  efficient  cause  of  both.  Now,  that 
acquiring,  St.  Paul  calls  also  xara\a.(3eiv  d/xa/00'uwfv  (Rom.  ix. 
30);  the  pursuit  of  it,  he  calls  diuxeiv  Six.  (1  Tim.  vi.  11); 
and,  the  course  in  which  it  is  to  be  pursued,  is  called  by  our 
Lord,  i)  68og  6tx.  (Matt.  xxi.  24),  and  by  Luke,  h  odog  gourrjg/ag 
(Acts,  xvi.  17);  which  diversity  of  phrase  only  denotes  the 
diversity  of  cause  and  effect,  or  consequence .2 

But,  though  this  explanation  of  <rotuv  and  egyagegQcu  dixai- 
(,<jvvj)v,  may  be  clear  with  respect  to  an  actual  believer  in  the 
Gospel,  how  (it  will  be  asked)  are  those  terms  to  be  under¬ 
stood,  when  applied  to  one  as  yet  ignorant  of  it ;  as  in  the 
case  of  Cornelius,  to  whose  case  Peter  applies  tgyufyfitvog 
6ixatoguvr,v  ?  The  position  of  Cornelius  was  similar  to  that  of 
the  young  man  of  whom  our  Lord  testified  (Mark,  xiv.  35), 
<l  Thou  art  not  far  from  the  kingdom  of  God;”  which  state 
St.  Luke  Calls  (Acts,  xiii.  49),  Tsray/j,evog  eig  £cuf}v  a iojviov- — • 
‘  disposed  for  eternal  life both  which  descriptions  shew,  that 
there  are  preparatory  stages  of  progress.  St.  Peter  unites 
with  the  above  character,  <pof3ov/jjsvog  avrov • — 4  fearing  Him 
and  concludes  from  thence,  that  such  an  one  is  dexrog  a ury  — 
*  accepted  hy  Him  '  The  phrase  egya^egdai  dixutoawqv,  therefore, 

1  tr, mu,  and  are  here  used  in  their  sense  of  qu<Estum  facere. 

*  44  In  verbis  apostoli,  perpetua  est  metonymia  effects  positi  pro  causa _ 

‘  Christus  est  nobis  juslitia,  hoc  est,  per  Christum  solum  justificamur .’  ” 
BuLLr  Op.  p.  5G5. 
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applied  to  such  an  individual,  signifies,  that  he  acquires 
his  justification  by  the  grace  of  God  disposing  his  mind  to 
desire,  and  embrace,  the  consolations  of  the  Gospel.  When 
our  Lord  said,  “  Blessed  are  they  who  hunger  and  thirst  for 
44 justification ”  (c.  v.  9),  he  did  not  address  that  beatitude  to 
the  Jews  only ,  but  to  every  auditor,  Jew  or  Gentile.  None 
were  more  sensible  than  the  heathen  world  of  the  power  and 
terror  of  a  troubled  conscience,  though  they  could  not  analyse 
or  explain  it.  Fearful  are  the  descriptions  of  that  sense  by 
the  ancient  heathen  poets;  who  figured  it  as  an  infliction  of 
unseen  furies.  To  hunger  and  thirst,  in  that  state,  for  internal 
peace  of  soul ,  is  to  hunger  and  thirst,  under  the  action  of 
divine  grace  on  that  sense,  for  that  which  is  revealed  to  be 
4 justification ,’  by  the  disclosures  of  the  Gospel.  Such  was 
the  mind  of  Cornelius;  such,  of  the  jailer  who  asked,  ‘  What 
must  I  do  to  he  saved  ?’ 

It  is  a  great  error  to  assume,  that  no  sense  of  the  true 
God  existed  in  the  heathen  world,  because  worship  was  paid 
to  the  false  gods  of  the  different  nations :  a9  well  might  we 
assume,  from  the  conspicuous  devotion  paid  to  pictures, 
images,  and  sainl9,  in  many  places  subject  to  the  Roman 
and  Greek  churches,  that  a  sense  of  the  true  God  did  not 
exist  within  them.  Tertullian,  in  the  second  century,  pressed 
this  fact  on  his  Gentile  contemporaries,  appealing  to  the 
human  soul  in  these  remarkable  words:  44  We  hear  thee 
pronounce,  at  home  and  abroad,  openly  and  with  full  liberty, 
what  is  not  permitted  to  us  —  44  1  if  God  grant  —  if  God 
“will;’  in  which  words  thou  acknowledgest  that  He  is; 
44  and  confessest,  that  He,  to  whose  Will  thou  advertest, 
44  hath  all  power:  and,  at  the  same  time,  thou  deniest 
44  those  to  be  gods  whom  thou  callest  by  their  several 
44  name9,  Saturn ,  Jupiter ,  Mars,  and  Minerva.  For,  thou 
44  declarest  Him  alone  to  be  God ,  whom  thou  denominatest 
44  God  (Deum)  only  ;  as  also,  when  thou  sometimes  callest 
44  those  others  gods ,  thou  seemest  to  speak  of  something 
44  foreign,  and  conventionally  admitted.  Neither  art  thou 
44  unapprised  of  the  nature  of  Him  whom  we  preach  :  4  God 
44  4  is  good— God  doth  good,’  are  thy  own  phrases;  and 
44  thou  sayest,  4  God  bless  thee!’  as  readily  as  a  Christian 
44  could  say  it. — Te  quoque  palam,  et  tota  libertate,  qua 
44  non  licet  nobis,  domi  et  foris  audiinus  ita  pronuntiarc  — 
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44  Quod  Deus  dederit — si  Deus  voluerit ;  ea  voce  et  aliquem 
44  esse  significas,  et  omnem  illi  confiteris  potestatem,  ad 
44  cujus  spectas  voluntatem ;  simul  et  cseteros  negas  deos 
44  esse,  dum  suis  vocabulis  nuncupas,  Saturnum,  Jovem, 
44  Mortem,  Minervam.  Nam  solum  Deum  confirmas,  quem 
44  tantum  Deum  nominas ;  ut  et,  cum  illos  interdum  deos 
44  appellas,  de  alieno  et  quasi  pro  mutuo  usu  videaris.  De 
44  natura  quoque  Dei  quem  nos  prsedicamus,  nee  te  latet :  — 
44  4  Deus  bonus  est — Deus  bene  facitj  tua  vox  est:  —  etiam, 
44  4  j Benedicat  te  Deus'  tarn  facile  pronuntia9,  quam  Chris- 
44  tiano  necesse  est.” — ( De  Testimonio  Animce ,  c.  ii.  tom.  iv. 
p.  30.  Ed.  Sender.  12mo.) 

This  testimony  of  Tertullian  fully  explains  and  confirms 
the  declaration  of  St.  Paul,  in  Rom.  i.  19,  20,  21  ;  and  in 
Acts,  xiv.  16.  Now,  the  yearning  of  the  unenlightened  soul 
for  internal  peace  of  spirit,  together  with  its  devotional  efforts 
to  acquire  it,  is  called,  under  the  New  Covenant ,  egyageofa/, 
rromv,  dix<uoauv7}v ;  not  as  effecting  justification,  but  as  surely 
acquiring  it  from  the  ready  goodness  of  God,  who  imparts, 
to  such  yearning,  excited  by  his  grace,  the  faith  in  his  Son 
which  alone  can  effect  justification.  (See  Annot.  to  1  John, 
iii.  7.)  Thus  it  befel  Cornelius;  so  likewise  the  multitude 
who  exclaimed  (Acts,  ii.  37),  4  What  shall  we  do ?’ 

Great  is  the  confusion  of  ideas  which  has  arisen  from 
interpreting  the  word  Sixcuoouvt j,  applied  to  man,  in  a  positive 
sense,  and  rendering  it  4  righteousness  instead  of  justification  ; 
that  is,  making  it  denote  absolute ,  personal  excellence ,’  instead 
of  clearance  from  guilt  by  the  remission  of  sin.  4  Imputed 
righteousness ,’  is,  to  say  the  least,  a  dangerously  misleading 
phrase.1  The  Gospel,  indeed,  says,  4  Thy  sins  are  forgiven 
but  it  never  ceases  to  say,  4  There  is  none  righteous,  no,  not 
1  one — none  is  good  but  Onet  that  is,  God.’  Man,  indeed, 
was  created  perfect  by  God ;  in  His  own  image ,  and  there¬ 
fore  positively  righteous.  He  contracted  guilt.  The  gracious 

1  “  De  justitia  Christi  nobis  impulata ,  primo  in  loco  agendum  est obser- 
“  vandum  est,  phrasin  illam  pessime  congruere  cum  locutione  S.S.  notissima, 
“  qua  Jides  dicitur  homini  in  juslitiam  imputari.  (Rom.  iv.  3,  5,  G,  22,  23,  24, 

“  Ac.) : - quae  vero,  tu  de  justitia  tam  imputata  quam  inhierente  disseris,  ita 

“  intricata  et  perplexa  sunt,  ut  Lector  in  iis  versatus,  veluti  in  labyrinthum 
M  quendam  incidisse  sibi  videatur,  unde  extricare  sese  baud  facile  poterit.*’— . 
(Bulli  Op.  pp.  557,  5GG.)  See  tbis  argument  triumphantly  treated  by  the 
excellent  and  learned  author,  in  his  Respons.  ad  Animadv.  xi. 


Chap.  III. 


MATTHEW. 


131 


end  of  redemption  was  to  clear,  acquit,  or  justify  him 
from  that  guilt ,  and  from  its  penalty ;  and  God  imputes 
such  clearance,  acquittal,  or  justification,  to  all  who  truly 
and  faithfully  receive,  and  strive  to  obey,  His  Gospel.  But, 
the  originally  bestowed  righteousness,  to  which  justification 
shall  restore  us,  cannot  be  imputed  to  man,  but  exclusively 
to  God,  whose  it  is,  and  from  whom  it  proceeded  by  creation  : 
if  it  be  regained,  it  is  regaining  a  proper  creation  of  God. 
“  Where,  then  (justly  asks  St.  Paul),  is  boasting?”  Yet,  the 
phrase  “  imputed  righteousness”  has  been,  and  is,  the  source 
of  much  1  boasting  *  secret  or  overt.  As  well  might  the 
trees  in  Eden  have  imputed  to  themselves  the  merit  of  the 
created  fruits  which  they  yielded,  as  man  impute  to  himself 
the  divine  qualities  with  which  his  soul  was  created  ;  which 
it  lost,  and  which  it  aspires  to  recover,  through  the  pardon¬ 
ing  grace  of  the  Gospel.  It  is  lamentable  to  observe  the 
efforts  continually  making,  to  neutralise  the  constituent  and 
essential  principles  and  doctrines  of  the  Gospel;  the  vica¬ 
rious  suffering,  the  atonement ,  the  justification,  and  the  true 
divinity  of  our  Lord.  Such  efforts,  far  from  being  demon¬ 
strations  of  a  superior  sagacity  in  those  who  make  them, 
are  as  if  a  man  should  employ  his  labour  and  ingenuity  in 
endeavouring  to  neutralise  the  effervescing  principle  in  the 
springs  of  Pyrmont  and  Selzer,  in  order  to  present  you  with 
a  glass  of  purer  water  ;  insensible  of  the  vapid,  and  virtue¬ 
less  condition,  to  which  his  ingenuity  and  labour  shall  have 
reduced  the  fluid. 

By  TX7jgw<ra/  rru. actv  dr/.aioauvriv,  in  this  place,  we  are  to 
understand,  “  to  accomplish  and  perfect  the  dispensation  of 
“  justification which  our  Lord  was  to  commence,  in  the 
character  of  one  submitting  himself  to  all  the  forms  of  that 
law  which  he  came,  not  to  abrogate  but,  to  fulfil. 

Arer.  10.  And  he  saw]  xai  tide — i.e.  ‘  John  saw.’ — It  is 
remarkable,  that  although  the  name  of  ‘Jesus'  has  been  so 
generally  substituted  for  the  pronoun,  or  inserted  as  the 
nominative  case,  often  without  necessity,  yet  no  MS.  has 
inserted  the  name  of  1 John  in  this  place,  where  it  would 
have  contributed  perspicuity  to  the  sentence.  Compare 
John,  i.  32. 
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Ver.  5.  the  pinnacle ]  to  crsgvyiov. — “  On  the  sense  of  this 
“  term,”  says  Dr.  Bloomfield,  “  commentators  are  not  agreed  : 
“one  thing  is  admitted,  that  it  cannot  mean  ‘pinnacle,’  for 
“  thus  there  would  have  been  no  article.”  This  judgment 
(the  grammatical  argument  for  which,  here  assigned,  I  do 
not  apprehend)  appears  to  have  resulted  from  assuming 
c rreguyiov,  iii  the  modern  architectural  notion  of  a  wing , 
(“  KTtguyicv,  est  dimin.  ab  crrcgu£,  ala”  Erasm.),  which  sup¬ 
poses  a  duplicate  or  counterpart  to  be  necessarily  supposed 
in  that  term :  an  assumption  altogether  fallacious  and  erro¬ 
neous,  in  this  place.  The  Latin  translator,  who  wrote  while 
the  Greek  was  a  living  language,  and  the  correctness  of 
whose  interpretation  there  is  no  ground  for  questioning, 
rendered  the  Greek  word  by  ‘  pinnaculum’  a  diminutive  of 
‘  pinna ,’  as  irreguy/ov  is  a  diminutive  of  cre^ov.  Both  the 
Greek  and  the  Latin  themas  have  the  same  signification, 
viz.  1  pluma,  ala ’ — ‘feather,  wing’  The  error  has  consisted, 
in  referring  rrr^yiov  here,  to  the  sense  of  ‘  wing,’  which  sup¬ 
poses  a  correlate ,  instead  of  to  the  sense  of  ‘ feather  ’  or 
‘  plume,’  which  is  single  and  individual.  Besides  the  signi¬ 
fications  just  stated,  the  Greeks  thus  divided  the  pegy  oixo&o- 
jArJlua.rM  —  ‘parts  of  buildings’ — toi^oi,  3o/xo/,  T-eguyes,  <pa»ST, — 
‘  mvri,  cubicula ,  pinnae,  pinnacula.' — (Pollux,  lib.  vii.  §  121.) 
Hesychius  explains  p<zg< io$  by  xrtgvyiov  ( pinnaculum ) ;  and  he 
explaims  rrngvyiov  by  a  xourr,oiov,  ‘  summit  as,  cacumen ,  vertex  — 
‘  top  or  summit.’  The  crreguyeg  or  ‘pinna’  of  walls,  denoted 
their  upper  extremity ,  in  both  languages  ;  not  with  any  refer¬ 
ence  to  a  partner  or  ‘  wing’  but  to  a  single  feather,  plume , 
aigrette,  or  panache ,  as  Varro  expressly  affirms :  “  muri  sum- 
“  ma  pinna ,  ab  his,  quas  insigniti  milite9  habere  in  galeis 
“  solent  (ap.  Gesner.  Tk.  Lat.)  —  the  summits  of  walls  are 
“  called  ‘pinna,’  from  those  ( plumes )  which  distinguished 
“  soldiers  are  used  to  wear  in  their  helmets.”  Those  crregvyeg 
‘  or  pinna  ’  of  walls,  terminated  in,  and  were  surmounted  by, 
the  cnguyiov  or  ‘  pinnaculum,’  the  axguirr,ow9  cacumen ,  or  highest 
point ,  the  a erw/xa,  or  eagle's  perch.  (See  Wetstein’s  note.) 
The  word  xregvytov,  therefore,  rightly  understood,  shews  that 
Wiclif  and  his  revisers  have  well  rendered,  ‘  pynnacle’  and 
‘  pinnacle  ’  as  this  word  is  explained  by  Johnson,  from 
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Clarendon  and  Cowley  —  “  a  turret ,  or  elevation  above  the 
“  rest  of  the  building — a  high  spiring  point”  The  Latins 
also  gave  the  name  of  ‘ penniculum  to  the  elevated  point 
which  bore  the  vane  or  weather-cock  —  “  pinna  ilia,  quae,  in 
“  fastigio  sedificiorum  sita,  facili  motu,  ventorum  indicat 
“  flatum.”  —  (Gesner.)  The  same  lexicographer  adds, 
(v.  pinna)  f  **  pinnam  et  pennam  frequentissime  con  fundi, 
“  constat/*  Such  a  ‘ pinnacle ’  Josephus  (who  knew  it  ocu¬ 
larly)  distinctly  describes  when  he  says,  u  that  the  south 
“  front  of  the  temple  had  three  porticoes,  the  two  exterior 
“  of  which  rose  to  an  elevation  of  fifty  feet,  but  the  middle 
“  portico  surmounted  them  both  to  twice  that  height,”  or  one 
hundred  feet  —  “  v-^/og  be  brrXaffiov,  ai 'eiye  yag  w\ei<frov  ‘raga,  rag 
“  exareg<u0ev — above  a  precipitous  descent;  from  which  ‘  sum- 
11  mit  of  the  roof  ’  —  art  axgou  rou  returns  reyoug  (i.  e.  czx£a;r7jg/ou, 
ct  trrepyio u),  the  head  of  any  one  looking  down  was  made 
“  giddy,  from  the  depth  {Ant.  Jud.  lib.  xv.  c.  xi.  §  5.)  — 
the  building  standing  on  the  verge  of  a  precipice  five  hundred 
feet  deep.  No  ground  for  questioning  the  propriety  of  the 
rendering  pinnacle ,  therefore,  remains. 

Bishop  Marsh  says,  in  his  note  to  Michaelis  (vol.  i.  p.  418), 
“  No  instance  has  been  found,  where  the  diminutive  xreguyiov 
u  is  applied  to  a  building but,  since  Pollux  describes  the 
ascending  parts  of  a  building  to  be,  rotyrot,  bo/Moi,  rrreguyeg,  <pctg<f7i} 
and  since  Hesychius  explains  pagaog  by  c rreguy/ov,  and  rrreouyiov 
by  ax^urriotov,  it  is  plain,  that  Kreguyiov  was  applied  to  a  build¬ 
ing;  though  we  may  not  find  it  so  applied  in  any  written 
document  which  has  descended  to  us,  except  in  the  Greek 
version  of  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew. 


CHAPTER  V. 

This  chapter  ought  properly  to  commence,  as  in  this  Re¬ 
vision,  with  the  last  three  verses  of  chap.  iv.  of  the  common 
texts.  To  arrive  at  this  period  of  the  history,  St.  Matthew 
passes  over  all  the  details  contained  in  St.  Luke’s  Gospel, 
from  chap.  iv.  14,  to  chap.  vi.  17. 

Ver.  6.  the  beggars  in  spirit.]  oi  — Our  version  has 

rendered,  “  the  poor  in  spirit,”  from  the  Latin  “ pauper es 
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“spiritu:”  a  rendering,  which  has  always  confounded  its 
import  with  that  of  ver.  8,  “the  meek — mites.”  As  early  as 
the  end  of  the  second  or  beginning  of  the  third  century, 
Tertulliau  justly  censured  the  translation  of  the  Latin  in  this 
place,  though  he  elsewhere  adopted  the  received  version, 
“  pauper es” — “  Beati  mendici  (sic  enim  exigit  interpretatio 
“  vocabuli  quod  in  Graco  est)  quoniam  illorum  est  regnum 
“  Dei — Blessed  are  the  beggars  (for  so  the  Greek  word 
“  ought  to  be  translated),  for  their’s  is  the  kingdom  of  God.”1 
The  difference  between  cevjjs,  a  *  'poor  man /  and  nruyog,  a 
1  beggar ’  is  thus  shewn  by  J.  Pollux  (lib.  iii.  §  110,  111): 
<rtvrig — tmv  ctTogojv — “  the  poor,  is  he  who  is  in  want 

“  of  daily  necessaries  rrruyog —  rrgoffairuv'  Eig  crag  ccWorgtag 
yji^ag  occrofiXtcruv2 — “  the  beggar ,  is  he  who  asks ,  and  who 
“  looks  to  the  hands  of  others”  “  A  soul,  crror/cg  ru  cmu/z-cm,” 
says  Macarius,  “  is  one  who  is  sensible  of  his  own  wounds, 
“  and  of  the  darkness  of  the  passions  which  encompass  it; 
“  one  who  continually  seeks  deliverance  from  the  Lord.” 
Such  a  one  says,  with  the  Psalmist;  “  As  the  eyes  of  ser- 
“  vants  look  to  the  hand  of  their  masters,  and  as  the  eyes  of 
“  a  maiden  to  the  hand  of  her  mistress,  so  do  our  eyes  look 
“  to  the  Lord  our  God ,  until  he  have  mercy  upon  us.” 

It  is  to  this  exercise  that  our  Lord  would  stimulate  us, 
when  he  says,  “Ask,  and  ye  shall  receive;  knock ,  and  it 
“  shall  be  opened  to  you: — if  ye,  who  are  evil,  know  how 
“  to  give  good  gifts  to  your  children,  how  much  rather  will 
“  your  heavenly  Father  give  the  Holy  Spirit  to  them  that  ask 
“  him?”  To  the  same  end  is  addressed  his  enforcing  parable, 
to  inculcate,  “  that  men  ought  always  to  pray,  and  not  be 
“  discouraged.”  By  “  prayer  and  supplication ”  only,  man 
can  “  draw  near  to  God.”  He  who  knows  God  only  in  the 
third  grammatical  person,  1  He,’  and  he  who  knows  him  in 
the  second  grammatical  person,  *  Thou,'  stand  on  very  dif¬ 
ferent  levels  for  apprehending  the  things  presented  to  the 
mind  of  man  by  revelation. 

1  Adv.  Marcionem ,  lib.  iv.  c.  14.  This  passage  confutes  Semler's  rash 
assertion,  “  that  Tei  tullian  never  looked  at  the  Greek  text,  nor  compared 
“  the  Latin  translation,  which  he  made  U9e  of,  with  the  Greek — Hie  homo 
“  nunquam  Gr&cum  textum  librorum  sacrorum  versaverit: — nunquam  Latinum 
“  is  tarn,  qua  utitur,  translationem  comparai  cum  Grceco  quodam  codice .” — 
Dissert,  i.  in  Tertull.  tom.  v.  p.  230-  Ed.  Semler.  12ino. 

8  Lib.  ii.  c.  22. 
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Ver.  7.  they  that  mourn.]  To  this,  and  to  the  next  beati¬ 
tude,  we  must  cany  on  and  supply  the  ru  /tan  —  “  in 
“  spirit"  of  ver.  6. 

Ver.  8.  the  meek.]  To  this  beatitude  may  now  be  duly 
applied,  all  the  reflections  which  have  hitherto  been  erro¬ 
neously  exhausted  on  the  first  beatitude ;  as,  in  the  notes 
to  the  quarto  Cambridge  Bible  of  1823,  where  all  the  excel¬ 
lencies  of  “  meekness”  are  expended  on  the  first  beatitude 
(to  which  they  do  not  pertain),  and  the  third  beatitude  (to 
which  alone  they  do  pertain),  is  consequently  passed  over 
without  any  remark. 

Ver.  25.  angered  against  his  brother.]  Our  version  adds 
here,  “  without  a  cause”  from  um j  intruded  into  the  Const. 
texts;  which  modifying  particle  is  not  in  the  Latin  Vulgate, 
and,  consequently,  not  in  Wiclif’s  translation.  Augustin  ex¬ 
pressly  testifies,  “  Codices  Graeci  non  habent  *  sine  causa;'” 
( Retract .),  and  accordingly,  eixrt  is  not  in  the  text  of  the 
Vatican  MS.,  although  it  has  crept  into  those  of  all  the  later 
MSS.  It  was  introduced,  in  false  tenderness  to  human 
frailty,  but  with  much  unskilfulness ;  for  our  Lord,  through¬ 
out  this  discourse,  proceeds  with  a  view  to  his  conclusion, 
“  Be  ye  perfect and  presents  a  rule  of  perfection,  to  which 
his  disciples  are  to  endeavour  to  attain.  Thus,  tixn  became 
an  established  reading  of  the  Constant,  texts;  and  was  thus 
explained  by  Euthymius  in  the  12th  century — ogyigopevog  rut 
cidO-cpu  aurov  fiurriv,  ar.aio ug,  raurct  yag  drj Xoi  to  s/jctj  —  “  angry 
“  with  his  brother  foolishly,  unseasonably,  for  these  are  what 
“  is  meant  by  tixq”  Our  revisers  of  Wiclifs  translation 
adopted  this  adverb  from  Erasmus,  who  first  gave  it  author¬ 
ity,  by  printing  it  in  his  Editio  Princeps,  and  translating 
the  passage,  "  quisquis  irascitur  fratri  suo  temere.”  But,  in 
so  doing,  they  did  not  sufficiently  weigh  the  force  of  Erasmus’ 
note,  which  he  deemed  requisite  to  be  subjoined  to  his  inno¬ 
vation.  “  In  nonnullis  Graecorum  codicibus  adscriptum  est 
“  tr/.ri ,  id  est,  temere ,  vel  sine  causa;  verum  Hieronymus 
“  edisserens  hunc  locum,  itemque  secundo  dialogo  adversus 
“  Pelagium,  negat  id  in  vetustis  ac  borne Jidei  exemplaribu9 
**  repertum.  Et  additum  videtur  ab  audaculo  quopiam,  qui 
“  ceu  mitigare  voluerit,  quod  alioque  durius  dictum  vide- 


136 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  VI. 


“  batur.  —  Proinde,  divas  Hieronymus  dua9  has  voces,  *  sine 
“  causa jubet  eradi and  he  cites  the  passage  of  Augustin 
quoted  above,  which  testifies,  that  hxjj  was  not  contained  in 
any  Greek  MS.  of  his  time.  It  had  its  origin,  therefore, 
from  a  Latin  text,  and  is  wholly  spurious  in  the  Greek. 

Ver.  32.  cause  thee  to  stumble.']  Our  version  renders, 

4  offend  thee:'  see  Preface,  pp.  13,  14;  for  the  reasons  there 
assigned,  the  words  4  offend  ’  and  ‘  offence'  are  altogether 
banished  from  the  vocabulary  of  this  Revision. 

Ver.  47.]  This  verse  is  read,  in  the  Vat.  MS.,  as  it  is 
rendered  here ;  conformably  with  the  citations  of  the  earliest 
fathers.  It  has  been  amplified  by  italic  insertions  from  Luke, 
vi.  28,  in  the  Constant,  texts,  by  which  our  editors  made 
their  revisions. 

Ver.  47.  Do  not  even  the  Gentiles  so?]  The  Constant. 
texts  repeat  reXuvui —  * publicans ,’  in  this  place:  “  rtXuvai 
“  habent,  cum  rec.,  omnes  fere  Const,  fain,  documenta,”  says 
Scholz.  The  Vatican,  and  other  ancient  MSS.  and  versions, 
including  the  Vulgate ,  read  eQvixoi,  from  which  last  Wiclif 
rendered,  ‘  hcthene  men.'  Our  revisers  have  here  followed 
the  more  modern  reading,  TiXuvai,  as  it  stands  in  Erasmus’ 
printed  text ;  although  Erasmus  subjoined  this  caution : 
“  Rursus  hoc  loco  nonnulli  codices  Graci  habent  nXmat ; 
“  caeterum,  ex  interpretatione  Chrysostomi,  deprehendere 
“  licet  ilium  Ethnici  legisse.” 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  1.  not  to  do  your  (works  for)  justification.]  n jv  bixai- 
oeovTjv  v/muv  fLj]  ‘Toieiv — This  is  the  reading  of  the  Vatican,  Bezce, 
and  other  ancient  MSS.,  also  of  the  old  Jerusalem- Syriac 
version.  It  was  the  reading  known  to  Jerom,  who  thus  in¬ 
terprets,  “  juslitiam,  hoc  est,  eleemosynam  vestram.”1  From 
this  false  interpretation  of  Jerom,  the  reading  eXerjfluxrvvtjv, 
1  alms,'  has  grown  to  supplant  the  original  reading,  dixaioffw^v, 
1  justification.'  The  Gentile  Christians  ill  apprehended  the 

Comment,  in  Matth.,  and  lib.  ii.  Adv.  Proleg.  tom.  iv.  p.  518. 
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Jewish  phraseology.  The  Jews  had  brought  themselves  to 
the  persuasion,  that  they  could  ‘justify*  or  clear  themselves 
of  guilt  before  God,  by  the  threefold  process  of  *  alms-giving 

*  -prayer*  and  1  fasting*  Of  this  we  have  an  example  in  the 
parable  of  the  Pharisee  and  the  Publican.  On  the  present 
occasion,  our  Lord  speaks,  first,  to  the  general  head,  and  then 
proceeds  successively  to  the  three  particular  parts.  Jerom, 
not  sensible  of  this  order,  assumes  8<xaio<svvr,v  to  regard  the 
first  particular,  and  to  mean  4  alms-giving*  only,  and  so  in¬ 
terprets  it.  To  this  error  he  was  probably  drawn  by  an 
equivocation  in  the  Syriac  word,  which  signifies  both  tXtqfL. 
and  5/x.  “  Aseman.  optime  adnotatur,  eXtri/toeu vqv  synonymum 
“  esse  Syr.  vocis  pro  itxaiMwns” — (Birch,  n.  Q.  Ev.  p.  24.) 

Ver.  2.  far  from  their  reward]  amyoost.  The  verb  amyu, 
in  its  genuine  and  primitive  sense,  signifies,  ‘  averto ,  procul 

*  teneOy  disto,  absum —  vageyttv  /xev  r/,  to  eyyug  rmg  syetv' 

a mytiv  to  troggu  eye/ v.  — **  vrageyt/v,  is  to  have  any  thing 

“  near  at  hand;  but  <vmyf.iv,  to  have  or  keep  it  at  a  distance.” 
—  (Eustath.  in  Horn.  pp.  1584,  40;  1848,  45;  1891,  20.) 
In  a  later  age,  <vmyu  acquired  the  sense  of  avoXa^f 3a.vu  or 
Xapfi aw,  to  receive ,  and  of  the  simple  e ye/v,  to  have ;  “  kabendi 
“  notionem  huic  verbo  tribuisse  reperiuntur  Scriptores  illius 
“  ®tatis,  qua  jam  corrupta  erat  lingua  Graca." — (Sturzius, 
ap.  Steph.  Thes.  Gr.  Valpy,  tom.  i.  p.  clxxxv.)  As  the  former 
of  these  senses  accords  best  with  that  of  oux  eyere  in  the  first 
verse,  so  those  words  determine  the  sense  of  amyovo/  in  this 
place,  and  in  ver.  5  and  16,  amyous/  tov  fi/sdov  a uTwt  signifies, 
therefore,  sroggu  eyous/v  (af  eauro/v)  tov  it/s&ov  avruv  —  that  is, 

*  the  reward  they  look  for.*  The  Latin  Vulgate,  on  the  con¬ 
trary,  has  interpreted  ‘  receperunt  *  according  to  the  later 
sense,  from  whence  Wiclif  rendered  ‘  han  resseyved ;  which 
his  revisers  altered  to  ‘  have  their  reward/  in  the  simple 
sense  of  eyu.  Yet  there  is  reason  to  believe,  that  amyuv  has 
the  sense  of  nogw  eye/v — i  to  have  aloof  j  throughout  the  New 
Covenant;  even  in  Philipp,  iv.  18,  and  in  Philemon,  14. 
(See  Annot.  to  those  passages.) 

Ver.  11.  Our  daily  bread.]  rov  agrov  tov  emous/ov.  Though 
Origen  states,  that  the  word  emovs/ov,  used  in  Matthew  and 
Luke,  was  formed  by  those  evangelists,  and  was  unknown  to 
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the  Greek  writers,  its  sense  is  determined  by  the  latter’s  use 
of  n  emovai}  (Acts,  passim),  to  express  *  the  morrow  .’  Now, 

as  our  Lord  concludes  this  part  of  his  discourse  by  enjoining 
his  auditors  not  to  be  ‘  anxious  for  the  morrow ,*  it  is  evident, 
that  the  clause  signifies  a  petition,  that  God  would  continually 
provide  for  1  the  morrow ;  and  thus,  enable  the  mind  to  dis¬ 
charge  from  itself  the  continually  recurring  anxiety  which 
he  forbids.  For,  if  God  is  pleased  always  to  provide  for 
*  the  morrow ,’  he  necessarily  provides  always  for  the  passing 
day .  The  force  of  the  term  is,  therefore,  always  prospective. 
As  man  is  constituted  with  forethought,  he  is  not  forbidden 
to  exercise  it;  but,  he  is  here  instructed,  how  and  whither  to 
direct  it.  —  rov  agrov  rov  trrmtuov  signifies,  therefore,  rov  agrov  r?i$ 
tmovt rr,s  Ti/teg a; — “  Give  us  to-day ,  our  morrow's  bread  thus, 
effectually  precluding  anxiety  for  the  morrow. 

Ver.  13.]  The  ordinary  conclusion  of  this  verse,  com¬ 
monly  called  the  “  doxologyf  is  absent  from  this  place,  as 
from  the  parallel  place  in  Luke  (xi.  4),  in  the  Vatican ,  and 
other  ancient  MSS.  and  versions.  It  is  not  in  the  Latin 
Vulgate,  and  consequently,  it  is  not  in  Wiclif’s  translation. 
Our  revisers  have  introduced  it  from  Erasmus,  to  whom  the 
modern  Constant,  texts  only  were  known ;  for  he  says,  “  hanc 
“  coronidem  in  omnibus  Gracis  exemplaribus  comperio:” 
these  amounted,  first  to  four,  next  to  five ,  and  lastly,  to  eight 
junior  MSS.  But  Erasmus  subjoined  this  caution  :  “  quando 
“  nec  in  ullis  Latinorum  exemplaribus  adscriptum  visitur,  nec 
u  exponitur  ab  Hieronymo,  autullo  prorsus  interprete,  prater 
“  Chrysostom  urn,  et  hujus  abbreviatorem  recentem  Theophy- 
“  lactum,  apparet  ex  solenni  consuetudine  sic  additum,  ut 
“  Angelica  Salutationi  (Luc.  i.  28)  quaedam  adjecerunt,  nec 
“  ab  angelo  dicta,  nec  a  quopiam  alio.”  It  is  plain,  that  it 
was  only  a  Liturgical  appendage  to  the  Lord’s  Prayer,  in  an 
ancient  ritual  of  the  Greek  church  ;  which  has  been  obtruded 
on  St.  Matthew’s  text,  to  the  disturbance  of  the  intimate 
relation  between  the  verses  immediately  preceding  and  fol¬ 
lowing  it.  The  Prayer,  therefore,  ought  to  stand  thus  in 
every  Liturgy,  and  Manual  of  Devotion  : 

“  Our  Father,  who  art  in  heaven,  hallowed  be  thy  name!  Thy 
“  kingdom  come !  Thy  will  be  done  on  earth,  a9  it  is  in  heaven  ! 
“  Give  us  this  day  our  daily  (or  morrow's)  bread  !  And  forgive  us 
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“  our  trespasses,  as  we  forgive  them  that  trespass  against  us!  And 
“  lead  us  not  into  temptation,  But  deliver  us  from  evil ! 

“  For,  Thine  is  the  Kingdom ,  and  the  Power ,  and  the  Glory , 
“  for  ever  and  ever  !  Amen  !  ” 

Ver.  32.  for  all  the  nations  require  these  things.]  The  Vat. 
MS.  reads,  rravra.  yao  raura  ru  £0vy  em^rirooiUv,  which  IS  also 
the  order  of  the  received  text.  Some  MSS.  read,  raura,  yag 
rravra  r.  e.  The  latter  shews  the  order  of  construction,  that 
xavra  pertains  to  ra  e$vri  —  all  the  nations ,  as  distinguished 
from  the  particular  nation  which  our  Lord  was  then  ad¬ 
dressing. — tT /Screed  is  here  to  be  understood  as  ‘  requiro,’ 
in  the  sense  of  ‘  opus  haheo ,'  (see  Gesner’s  Thes.  Lat .) 
i.  e.  to  require ,  in  the  sense  of  to  have  need .  Our  Lord's 
argument  is  this  :  ‘  Be  not  over-anxious  concerning  food  or 
‘  clothing ;  your  heavenly  Father  knoweth  that  ye  require 
‘  these  things,  a9  all  other  nations  require  them ;  but  apply 
‘  yourselves,  in  the  first  instance,  to  obtain  his  justification, 

*  and  his  kingdom,  and  he  will  take  care  that  you  are  sup- 

*  plied  with  all  those  things.’ 

Ver.  33.  His  justification,  and  his  kingdom.]  This  is 
the  order  of  the  words  in  the  Vatican  MS.  only.  The  later 
texts  have  reversed  that  order,  and  have  introduced  the 
word  0eou,  of  God.  Clemens  Alexandrinus  has  cited  this 
passage  on  various  occasions;  but,  as  he  cites  it  differently, 
sometimes  with  ©eou,  ‘  of  God and  sometimes  with  tuv 
ovguvuiv,  ‘  of  heaven ;  sometimes  with  hty.atotswriv,  and  some¬ 
times  with  (3a.<n\ttav  only,  his  citations  can  afford  no  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  primitive  reading.  That  of  the  Vat.  MS.  is 
better  supported  by  internal  evidence ;  for,  the  attainment  of 
God’s  ‘  justification is  an  indispensable  preliminary  to  the 
attainment  of  his  *  kingdom .’ 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  8.  I  am  not  fit~\  ixavos,  not  a^iog,  1  worth]) ,’  as  our 
version  renders  from  the  “  dignus”  of  the  Vulgate:  the  cen¬ 
turion  speaks  modestly,  with  relation  to  his  temporal  rank 
and  station  ;  not  with  any  moral  reference. 
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Ib.  at  the  word ,]  Xoyw,  as  at  ver.  16.  —  Xoyui  is  so  uni¬ 
versally  the  reading  of  the  most  ancient  and  authoritative 
MSS.  il  utriusque  families”  as  Scholz  speaks,  that  both  he 
and  Matthaei  have  been  constrained  to  admit  it  into  their 
respective  texts,  although  the  received  text  follows  Erasmus 
in  reading  Xo/ov.  This  latter  reading  has  arisen  from  erro¬ 
neous  punctuation  in  the  first  instance:  we  should  thus 
punctuate:  aXXa  /lovov  bits,  Xoytp  xcti — . 

Ver.  28.  the  Gadarenes.']  The  confusion  which  Origen’s 
refinements  have  caused,  of  the  names,  Gadarenes ,  Gerasenes , 
and  Gergasenes,  is  well  known.  (See  Miciiaelis’s  Introd. 
vol.  ii.  p.  396.)  According  to  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and 
versions,  St.  Matthew  here  wrote  Gadarenes ;  St.  Mark, 
v.  1,  and  St,  Luke,  viii.  26,  read  Gerasenes.  Origen’s  re¬ 
finement  introduced  the  name  Gergasenes.  But  all  this 
confusion  is  restored  to  order  by  a  statement  of  Epiphanius. 
The  country  lying  immediately  on  the  east  coast  of  the  lake 
of  Tiberias,  or  sea  of  Gennesaret,  was  occupied  by  the  Gada - 
renesy  the  Gerasenes,  and  the  Gergasenes,  whose  districts  met 
on  the  coast  of  that  sea.  The  place  celebrated  by  the  miracle 
of  the  swine,  was  situated  at  the  point  of  union  of  the  three  — 
ruv  Tgiuv  xAjjgwv  o  rerrog  ava  tjv,  says  Epiphanius.  Matthew 
designated  it  from  the  Gadarenes ,  Mark  and  Luke  from  the 
Gerasenes ,  and  Origen  has  not  benefited  the  history  by  sub¬ 
stituting  the  designation  of  Gergasenes. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

Ver.  8.  they  feared.]  etpo^Tjffav :  so  read  the  Vat.  and 
Beza  MSS. ;  but  the  effect  designed  to  be  expressed  not 
being  apprehended  by  some  later  copyist,  it  has  been  changed 
to  e0av/x affetv,  they  marvelled,  or  wondered . 

Ver.  12.  he  heard  them ,  and  said]  a.xoucag  e/crev,  Vat.  MS. : 
— the  junior  texts  insert,  (Iqsovg)  axovsag  bikbv  (ocuroig).  So,  in 
the  next  verse,  13,  they  have  inserted  ug  ptravoi av,  from  Luke, 
v.  32,  both  here  and  in  Mark,  ii.  17,  after  a^a^ruXovg,  which 
last  word  closes  the  sentence,  in  the  Vat.  and  other  ancient 
MSS.,  in  both  places. 


Chap.  XI. 


MATTHEW. 


141 


Ver.  18.  a  certain  ruler.']  This  verse  exhibits  an  example 
of  the  variations  in  the  MS.  texts.  The  Vatican,  and  other 
ancient  MSS.,  read  here 

cig%ci)v  e ig  'TrgoesXDai v  ‘Tgoffexws/  aurp. 

others  and  ancient, 

aiXuv  e'l$  tnstX&uv  t.  a. 

others,  afXuv  7,l>  a* 

a^yjjiv  tig  t\6uv  xai  rrgo aeXOuv  rr.  cl. 

received ,  “iX™  'v*  a- 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  12.  is  proclaimed.]  All  the  Greek  MS.  texts  concur 
in  reading  (3ia£erai  in  this  place,  as  it  stands  in  all  the  printed 
editions.  Our  version  renders,  ‘  suffer eth  violence The 
parallel  passage  in  Luke,  xvi.  16,  says,  tuayytXi^trai,  which 
our  version  renders,  *  is  preached but  which  demands  the 
stronger  sense  of,  is  proclaimed.  As  both  these  are  reported 
for  the  ivord  pronounced  by  our  Saviour  on  one  and  the  same 
occasion,  and  as  their  imports  are  totally  different,  it  is  evi¬ 
dent  there  is  some  affection  of  the  texts;  and  it  is  therefore 
natural  to  ask,  which  of  the  two  words  did  our  Lord  really 
use  ?  Now,  the  signification  of  euayytX/gerat,  ‘  is  proclaimed ,’ 
is  clear,  and  as  clearly  suitable  to  the  subject;  but,  com¬ 
mentators  have  laboured  in  vain  to  extort  a  clear  and  appli¬ 
cable  meaning  from  /3 tatyrai,  *  suffereth  violence ,’  which  can¬ 
not  yield  a  corresponding  sense.  But,  if  we  look  to  Matth, 
iii.  3;  Mark,  i.  3;  Luke,  iii.  4;  John,  i.  23,  we  severally 

read,  ‘zaoaywtrcti  luavvrjg  xqgvijauv — <pu)V7)  ffouvrog :  T0V 

evayytXto v — <puvi)  fiouvrog  :  r]Xfo  xr^vifguv — tpuvi j  fiouvrog  :  ti[Lt  <pov7] 
fiouvrog  :  and,  in  this  place,  arto  ruv  ijLtguv  Icociwou  tug  a^r/,  rj 
j3a (fiXeia  ruv  ovgavuv  /3 — rcu.  Considering,  therefore,  that 
X7jgutf<r&j,  euocyytXi^u,  and  /3oaw,  are  here  used  as  corresponding 
terms,  and  considering,  also,  what  our  experience  has  taught 
us  of  transcriptural  errors,  arising  from  the  early  use  of 
abbreviated  writing  (see  Preface,  pp.  58,  69,  &c.) ;  seeing 
that  /?&ara/,  ‘  is  cried  or  proclaimed ,’  would  correspond  with 
the  tvayyeXifiTai  of  Luke,  and  that  our  Lord’s  declaration 
will  thus  express  the  same  import  in  both  places;  we  are 
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warranted  to  assume,  that  an  abridged  form  of  fioarai  gave 
origin  to  the  reading  fitagerat;  some  early  scribe  misappre¬ 
hending  the  compend ,  and  interpreting  it  from  the  suggestion 
of  fiiuffrai,  which  immediately  follows  it. 

Ver.  20.  Wisdom  is  justified  by  her  works.]  egycov,  ‘works,’ 
not  rex  wv,  *  children*  is  the  reading  of  the  Vatican  MS.,  and 
of  both  the  Syriacs,  the  Coptic ,  and  Ethiopic  versions.  Some 
copies  substituted  rexvw  for  eoyuv,  from  Luke,  vii.  35.  Jerom, 
in  his  commentary  on  this  passage,  says,  “  in  quibusdam 
“  evangeliis  legitur  (  Justificata  est  sapientia  ah  operibus 

suis sapientia  quippe  non  queerit  vocis  testimonium, 
lt  sed  operum by  which  last  remark,  he  shews  his  appro¬ 
bation  of  the  reading,  1  operibus.*  Our  Lord  speaks  here  in 
the  same  figure  a9  St.  Paul,  in  1  Cor.  iii.  10,  u>g  <ropo?  a-zyj- 

rexru. \v  Se/xeX/o v  reOetxu —  ro  egyov  pavegov  yev7jcrercc /  —  “  I  have  laid 
“  the  foundation,  as  a  skilful  masier-builder  or  artist — the 
“  work  will  be  rendered  manifest.’*  2op/a,  in  this  place  of 
St.  Matthew,  means  skill,  as  St.  Paul’s  ao<po$  means  skilful; 
and  this  parallel  of  St.  Paul  will  guide  us  to  discover  the 
defect  of  the  reading  rexvwv,  in  Luke,  and  enable  us  to 
rectify  it.  The  bead  of  J.  Pollux’s  c.  xxvi.  lib.  vii.,  rexrovwv 
egya,  xai  egyaXe/a,  points  out  to  us,  how  rtxvuv  first  came  into 
the  text,  in  correspondence  to  egyuv.  It  shews,  that  the  egyuv 
of  St.  Matthew  had  been  expressed  by  rtxrmuv  in  St.  Luke’s 
Gospel ;  the  abbreviation  of  which  word,  rexv/ui>,  was  readily 
mistaken  for  rexviuv,  and  afterward  changed  to  rexvuv,  as 
we  find  the  two  readings,  rexvu  and  rexvta ,  in  Mark,  x.  24, 
(Scholz)  ;  and  rexv uv,  thus  established  in  St.  Luke,  became 
the  rule  by  w’hich  some  officious  philoponist  sought  to  har¬ 
monise  the  two  Gospels,  by  transferring  that  word  to  St. 
Matthew’s,  and  substituting  it  for  the  primitive  reading,  eoym. 
It  is  evident,  that  our  Lord  used  only  one  of  the  two  words, 
either  ‘  works*  or  ‘  children  ;  and,  that  he  must  have  used 
that  word  which  can  be  reconciled  to  both  Gospels.  Now, 
we  see  how  easily  the  reading  rexvuv  could  have  resulted  from 
a  reading  synonymous  to  egyuv :  Theophrastus  uses  rexro wa, 
to  signify  ‘  structura,  opus  fabrile’  (Hist.  Plant,  lib.  v.  c.  8) ; 
which  answers  in  signification  to  egyuv,  as  here  employed  by 
our  Lord,  and  to  the  u^irexrovog  egyov  of  St.  Paul :  v.  egya 
rexrovixa..  Exod.  xxxi.  3,4,  5. 
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Ver.  24.  And  thou,  Capernaum,  &c.]  We  find  here  a 
double  reading  of  great  antiquity,  attested  by  Jerom  :  44  Et  tu 
44  Caphernaum,  numquid  usque  in  ccelum  exaltaberis?  Usque 
“  in  infernum  descendes.  In  altero  exemplari  reperimus  :  Et 
“  tu  Caphernaum,  qu<B  usque  in  ccelum  exaltata  es,  usque  ad 
44  inferna  descendes .”  Jerom  cites  the  former  as  the  confirmed 
reading,  and  the  latter  as  the  reading  of  ‘  another  copy*  The 
former  is  the  reading,  also,  of  the  Vatican  and  most  ancient 
MSS.  and  versions,  both  here  and  in  Luke,  x.  15;  the  latter 
is  claimed  by  Scholz  for  the  Constant,  text,  and  we  accord¬ 
ingly  find  it  adopted  by  Euthymius,  in  the  twelfth  century. 
Michaelis  assumes  (vol.  i.  p.  275)  that  the  former  reading  is 
a  vitiation  of  the  latter,  by  a  repetition  of  the  final  //.  of  Ka<reg- 
vao-j[Ly  forming  w ;  but  the  converse  is  equally  assumable: 
and  it  is  evident,  from  the  authorities  here  cited,  that  the 
latter  i9  a  vitiation  of  the  former,  by  the  lapse  of  in  /z* j. 
Campbell  says,  “  We  find  in  a  very  few  Greek  MSS.  /*>j  ews, 
li  &c. but,  that  learned  writer  was  not  aware  of  the  deter¬ 
mining  authority  of  those  ancient  *  few,*  over  the  mass  of 
later  MSS.  multiplied  by  transcript,  one  from  the  other, 
during  1000  years. 


CHAPTER  XII. 

Ver.  31.  will  not  be  forgiven.]  See  Annot.  to  Mark,  iii. 
27,  and  Heb.  xii.  17. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  27.  Didst  thou  not  sow  good  seed  in  thy  field?  from 
whence,  then,  hath  it  tares?]  It  has,  of  late  years,  been 
deemed  a  point  of  meritorious  discrimination,  to  substitute 
4  darnel or  cockle ,  for  4  tares*  in  this  parable:  an  object  not 
worthy  of  the  occasion,  which  was  not  designed  to  distinguish 
minutely  *  between  weeds  *  but  generally  4  between  weeds  and 
corn ;  and,  whatever  springs  undesignedly  among  corn,  is 
relatively  a  weed.  But,  a9  the  native  vegetation  of  Syria  and 
of  this  country  are  not  exactly  the  same,  and  it  is  therefore  a 
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hazardous  affectation  to  pretend  to  identify,  in  our  indigenous 
vegetation,  the  particular  plant  here  designed,  I  have  deemed 
it  more  advisable  to  leave  the  long  established  reading  1  tares,’ 
than  to  inflict  on  our  version  an  unimportant  novelty,  likely 
to  be  as  erroneous  as  it  would  be  strange ;  especially,  as 
‘  tare 7  is  now  naturalised  in  all  our  Dictionaries,  as  a  term 
denoting  i  a  weed  that  grows  among  corn.7 

Ver.  45.  a  merchant.]  Our  version  renders  a  “merchant^ 
11  man!7  Wiclif,  more  critically,  rendered  simply  1  a  mar- 
‘  chaunt;’  though  his  Latin  original  had  ‘  homini  negotiatori,’ 
from  the  Greek,  sprrogu).  So,  in  ver.  52,  our  version 

renders,  “a  man  that  is  an  householder,1'  because  the  Greek 
has,  ctvQgu'jrtfj  oixobtaxorvi.  In  all  such  passages,  the  words 
uvfyui'xog,  owjg,  ‘  man ,’  are  pleonastic  additions  of  the  Hellen¬ 
istic  idiom,  and  ought  not  to  be  rendered  in  the  translations. 

Ver.  51 .]  The  Const,  texts  introduce  here,  Xeye/  cwtois  6 
I rjffovi — 4  Jesus  saith  to  them  7  with  a  view  to  connection  and 
elucidation ;  which  clause  is  not  in  the  most  ancient  MSS. 
and  versions.  If,  therefore,  it  be  admitted  into  the  text  (which 
is  not  necessary),  it  should  be  printed  in  italics ,  like  all  the 
other  supplementary  additions  to  those  texts. 

Ver.  52.  Every  Scribe,  &c.]  rrct;  yga/ifLurtvs,  here  signifies, 
every  one  ’professionally  learned  in  the  Jewish  law ;  and  our 
Lord  affirms,  that  if  such  a  one  be  disciplined  also  in  the 
Gospel ,  he  will  possess,  as  it  were,  the  abundance  of  a 
householder,  who  is  able,  from  his  own  stores,  to  bring 
forth  “things  both  ‘  new  and  old.7”  Of  this  declaration, 
we  have  a  most  splendid  illustration  in  the  apostolical  author 
of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews;  which  sublime  composition 
of  a  Jewish  scribe  converted  to  the  Gospel,  unites  and  har¬ 
monises  the  profoundest  doctrines  of  the  Old,  with  those  of 
the  New  Covenant. 

Ver.  55.  James  and  Joseph!]  The  most  ancient  MSS.  and 
versions,  together  with  Origen  and  Jerom,  here  read  ‘Joseph,’ 
though  they  read  ‘  Joses7  in  all  other  places  where  the  same 
person  is  named  ;  which  would  go  to  shew,  that  those  forms 
were  varying  enunciations  of  the  same  name.  This  evidence 
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is  lost  by  tlie  substitution  of  Joses  in  tills  place,  in  the  later 
and  Constant,  texts,  with  a  view  to  produce  uniformity. 
The  substitution  has  been  followed  by  our  last  revisers ; 
though  Wiclif  had  rendered  1  Joseph ’  from  the  Latin,  con¬ 
formably  to  the  oldest  authorities. 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

Ver.  2.  Is  this  John  the  Baptist?]  “  The  words  of  Herod, 
44  Matt.  xiv.  2,  (says  Michaelis,  vol.  i.  p.  313),  obrog  ecnv 
“  lucivv7)s  6  Batrr/ffrTje,  have  the  appearance  of  contradicting 
44  Luke,  ix.  9.  4  I  have  beheaded  John,  but  who  is  this  —  n< ; 
44  tffnv  obrog  and  it  was  manifestly  with  a  view  of  removing 
44  the  difficulty ,  that  in  the  Cod.  Cantab.  (D)  they  are  altered 
44  to,  fLr,n  obrog  e<tnv  I.  6.  (3.”  The  contradiction  here  sug¬ 
gested,  must  be  supposed  to  consist  in  the  opposition  of  the 
affirmation  in  the  former  Gospel,  and  of  the  doubt  implied 
in  the  interrogation  in  the  latter  Gospel.  How  futile  this 
remark  of  Michaelis  is,  we  may  learn  from  a  letter  of  the 
younger  Pliny  (lib.  ix.  ep.  23),  in  which,  after  expressing 
his  pleasure  at  having  been  recognised  by  a  stranger  in  the 
form,  44  This  is  Pliny  ”  (i.  e.  Is  this  Pliny) ,  he  says :  “  An  si 
“  Demosthenes  jure  lsetatus  est,  quod  ilium  anus  Attica  ita 
44  noseitavit,  obrog  ion  Aru>j,o<s6tvns ;  ego  celebritate  nominis  mei 
li  gaudere  non  debeo? — If  Demosthenes  had  a  right  to 
“  rejoice,  because  the  old  Athenian  woman  recognised  him 
44  ( noseitavit )  by  saying,  4  7 Ids  is  Demosthenes?'  ought  not 
44  I  to  rejoice  in  the  celebrity  of  my  name?”  On  which 
44  passage  Gesner  observes  :  Noscitare ,  est  eorum  qui  dubiam 
“  adhuc  notitiam  confirmare  student,  et  certo  cupiunt  cog- 
44  noscere.  —  Igitur  hie  interrogation^  notam  adpono  ;  et 
44  voeem  arbitror  (certe  Plinium  intellixisse  puto),  interro- 
44  g  antis  inulierculae,  4  Hiccene  est  ille  Demosthenes?’” 
Herod's  affirmation ,  therefore,  in  St.  Matthew,  is  of  a  quality 
as  interrogative  as  his  question  in  St.  Luke. 

Ver.  8.  On  a  dish.']  44  In  a  dische,”  is  John  Wiclif’s  cor¬ 
rect  rendering  of  4  in  disco ’ — eo  ova?./.  The  point  of  the 
narrative  is  impaired  by  substituting  the  word  4  charger to 
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which  term  the  reader  attaches  no  familiar  idea.  Whereas 
the  damsel,  entering  into  a  banqueting- room  where  ‘  dishes * 
met  her  sight,  enforced  and  facilitated  the  execution  of  her 
demand,  by  saying,  'Give  me  here ,  on  one  of  these  dishes, 
‘  the  head  of  John  the  Baptist.’ 

Ver.  13.  By  land .]  This  ordinary  sense  of  j,  ‘pedes,’ 
should  have  corrected  WicliFs  erroneous  rendering,  “  on  her 
“ feet ”  (i.e.  on  their  feet);  and  should  also  have  prevented 
his  revisers  from  suffering  his  error  to  pass. 

Ver.  24.  Many  furlongs  from  the  land.]  This  is  the 
reading  of  the  Vatican  MS.  and  the  most  ancient  versions. 
The  clause,  *  in  the  midst  of  the  sea,'  has  been  interpolated 
here,  from  St.  Mark’s  narrative,  c.  vii.  18. 

Ver.  26.  A  phantom,']  Wiclif  properly  rendered  ‘  a  fan- 
turn,'  from  the  Latin  ‘  phantasma ' — payra<r/xa,  of  the  Greek 
text:  Erasmus  renders,  ‘  spectrum  '  A  *  spirit ,’  is  a  term 
that  in  no  manner  renders  the  meaning  of  ‘  phantasma,'  which 
confines  its  import  to  sensible  appearance,  without  any  deter¬ 
mination  of  nature  or  quality. 


CHAPTER  XV. 

Ver.  5.  Will  not  fail  in  honour .]  ov  /x*j  ripninti  This  is  the 
reading  of  the  Vat.,  JEphrem ,  and  Bezce  MSS.  (the  Alex,  is 
defective  of  this  portion  of  St.  Matthew) ;  it  is,  therefore,  the 
reading  of  all  the  MSS.  we  possess,  more  ancient  than  the 
8th  century.  The  later  copyists,  misapprehending  the  sense, 
have  introduced  xcu  before  ov  and  have  changed  ri{LT\<su  to 
rifjLriffr,.  The  ancient  MSS.  read  the  whole  verse  thus :  u/xe/j 

Xeyere,  ' Og  av  ei-rt]  rw  <7rargt  ?}  rrt  /Jor,rgi,  Awpov  o  tav  e/xgu 
ov  /X7j  ri/M7j<jei  rov  era rega  avrov,  jj  tjji/  fLijregu.  avrov — 

i.  e.  ov — /xtj  There  is  no  passage,  of  which  the  re¬ 

ceived  reading  has  more  constantly  puzzled  both  comment¬ 
ator  and  reader,  than  this.  The  perplexity  that  it  has  caused 
is  very  sufficiently  manifested  in  Dr.  Bloomfield’s  note  on  this 
passage,  viz.  “  Eulhymius,  not  without  reason,  complains  of 
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u  the  difficulty  of  the  construction,  to  which  some  suppose 
u  an  apoclosis  to  be  wanting,  suppressed  per  aposiopesin ; 
“  either  riXtudtgurou,  or  avounog  effn,  or  the  like.  Others  sup- 
“  pose  an  ellipsis  of  some  word,  as  o <piiku  or  xwXyrov.  Kuinoel 
“  and  others  regard  the  xai  as  a  mere  expletive  (as  often  the 
“  Ileb.  t),  and  render,  ‘  he  need  not  honour.’  But  this 
“  removing  a  difficulty,  by  silencing  a  word,  is  too  violent: 
“  and  as  to  the  other  methods  above  mentioned,  there  is 
“  certainly  no  aposiopesis,  nor  any  ellipsis  properly  so  called, 
“  but  merely,  as  Fritzche  suggests,  an  apodosis  is  to  be 
“  supplied  from  the  former  verse,  q.  d.  0avarw  fi-n  rsAfurara,” 
This  elaborate  note  has  been  called  forth  wholly  by  a  corrupt 
reading  of  the  Const antinopolit an  text,  which  vitiated  the 
primitive  reading  that  had  subsisted  till  thfe  seventh  century. 
In  order  to  force  a  sense  for  that  vitiated  reading,  the  unwar¬ 
ranted  ellipsis,  “he  shall  be  free”  gratuitously  invented  in 
the  middle  ages,  has  been  adopted  into  our  version  :  ring 
tXKtixriy.tog  to  (> rjrov  6£/x*]veuoms,  ipaotv — r}\evdtf>UTca  (Euthym.)  Our 
last  revisers  embraced  this  failing  resource.  Erasmus,  after 
a  fruitless  discussion,  thus  concludes  his  note:  “  Et  tarnen, 
“  quicunque  sensus  erit,  durior  est  sermonis  compositio,  quod 
“  haec  particula,  4  quicunque  dixerit  patri  et  matri non  habet 
“  quod  respondeat.”  It  will  be  evident,  on  a  due  reconsidera¬ 
tion  of  the  Greek  words,  oo  y.n  r//x?j<re/,  as  they  stood  in  the 
primitive  text,  that  the  perplexity  originated  in  the  error  of 
taking  [L7\  in  conjunction  with  ov,  as  the  common  compound 
negative,  ov  in j,  instead  of  taking  it  in  conjunction  with  the 
following  verb  ti/musci,  as  forming  a  negative  proposition  — 
“  non,  non  honorabit ,  non  inhonorabit — will  not,  not  honour ,” 
i.  e.  will  not  fail  in  honour.  “  Longe  alia  particularum  ratio 
“  est  (says  Hoogeveen)  quoties  prsecedit  infinitivum  qui 
“  dependet  a  causa  antecedente :  tunc  oy  et  /x?j  disjunguntur, 
“  negatque  oo  negatum  ;  sive,  (lt\  cum  verbo  const ituit  unam 
“  enunciationem ,  quam  to  ov  vicissim  negat ;  ethinc  fit,  ut  duaj 
“  negationes  fortius  affirment.”  Thus  (observes  lloogeveen), 
“  Peter  and  John  speak  in  Acts,  iv.  20,  ov  dwa/n-Qa — n 
“  XaXe/v — ‘  we  cannot — not  speak,’  where  /x?j  XaXziv — not 
“  sqjeak ,  forms  one  enunciation,  and  is  equivalent  to,  ‘  be 
(t  silent.’  So  in  Xenophon  (Steph.  Th.),  ov  5uva/xfz/  /X7j  tnw- 
“  6rtvcti — I  cannot,  not  remember ,  or,  but  remember.” — (Hooge¬ 
veen,  Doctr.  Part.  Ling.  Gr.f  p.  423,  Schi  tz.  So  also, 
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ill  1  Cur.  ix.  6,  St.  Paul  asks,  7j  povo;  sycu  xai  Ba.gva.f3a;  oux 
e£ou0/av  to y  /xrj  egya^adai  ; — “  or  have  I  Ollly,  and 
“  Barnabas,  not  power  not  to  work?"  Though  this  mode 
of  phraseology  is  more  commonly  called  for  when  w  is  to  be 
followed  by  an  infinitive,  there  is  nothing  to  restrict  it  to  that 
mood ;  and  we  perceive,  that  it  was  equally  required  in  this 
place  for  an  indicative,  where  “  oo  negat  negatum ”  /x.jj  nfiriatt, 
opposed  to  Tifxcf,  before  expressed.  See  Annot.  to  the  corre¬ 
sponding  passage  in  Mark,  viii.  11,  where  the  plain  sense 
has,  in  a  similar  manner,  been  confounded  by  the  intrusion 
of  a  y.ou  unknown  to  the  same  ancient  MSS.,  and  to  the 
Coptic ,  and  all  the  ancient  Latin  versions.  It  is  remarkable, 
that  Scholz  claims  the  xa/,  in  both  passages,  for  hi9  Constan- 
tinopolitan  family  of  readings  ;  yet,  a  more  manifest  inter¬ 
polation,  betraying  its  origin  from  unskilful  ness,  cannot  be 
shewn  in  the  multitude  of  textual  depravations. 

Ver.  39.  Magadan.]  Magadan,  notMagdala,  i9  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  Vat.  MS.,  and  of  the  Jerusalem- Syriac.  It  i9  also 
the  reading  of  Jerom  and  of  Augustin. 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

Ver.  2.]  The  passage  contained  in  ver.  2,  3,  of  the  com¬ 
mon  text,  but  excluded  from  this  Revision,  exists  not  in  the 
Vat.  and  some  other  MSS. ;  in  those  which  contain  it,  it  is 
marked  with  asterisks,  as  suspicious.  Jerom  testifies,  that  it 
was  absent  from  most  copies — “in  plerisque  codicibus  non 
“  habetur.” — -(Comment,  in  Matth.)  It  is  evidently  an 
insertion,  introduced  from  the  mischievous  propensity,  which 
early  prevailed,  of  amplifying  and  embellishing  the  narratives 
of  the  evangelists;  and  is  founded  on  Luke,  xii.  56. 

Ver.  13.  And  I  moreover  tell  thee]  xaycn  <toi  Xeya :  — 
these  words  do  not  signify  merely,  ‘  et  dico  tibi as  they  are 
rendered  in  the  Vulgate,  and  are  therefore  translated  by 
Wiclif,  *  and  I  say  to  thee ;  his  revisers  have  more  cor¬ 
rectly  rendered  4  And  Isay  also  unto  thee .’  Ka yu,  or  xa/  eyw, 
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always  looks  back  to  a  preceding  agent  with  which  it  con¬ 
nects  itself  in  community  of  action  :  6  trarqg  —  xayw,  as  in 
numerous  other  passages.  With  Se  subjoined,  the  phrase 
signifies,  “  Et  Ego  insuper — and  I  moreover .”  In  this  pass¬ 
age,  the  community  of  action  consists  in  confirming  the 
faith  of  Peter  in  his  profession,  “  Thou  art  the  Christy  the 
“  Son  of  the  Living  God.”  Our  Lord  therefore  says,  “  The 
“  Father  revealed  this  to  thee  ;  and  I  moreover  tell  thee,  that 

“  THOU  HAST  SAID.” 

Ib.  Thou  hast  said.]  The  Latin  translator  has  very  cor¬ 
rectly  preserved  the  emphatic  pronoun  6/xe/s  — 1  Vos  autem,’ 
in  ver.  11,  which  Wiclif,  and  all  his  revisers,  neglected  to 
retain;  yet  cru — thou,  in  this  verse,  looks  back  with  equal 
emphasis  to  v,u,ei;t  and  to  Xeyere ;  and  supposes  Xzyu ;  or  tirzag 
to  follow  it.  In  this  phrase,  it  supposes  e/c ag ;  for  it  is 
observable,  that  where  eo  Xtyeig  is  used  for  confirmation  in 
the  Gospels,  it  is  preceded  by  eict  or  e?r) ;  but  where  <ru  wag 
is  used,  by  Xzyu  or  Xeyzi.  (See  Watt.  xxvi.  25,  64  ;  xxvii.  11  ; 
Mark,  xvii.  2 ;  Luke,  xxiii.  3.)  “  In  the  Hebrew  Greek,” 

says  Michaelis,  fi  tioi ixag,  or  au  wugt  or  <su  Xeyzig,  acquired 
“  the  sense  of  an  affirmation  ;  neglecting  to  express  the  p  — 
“  *  rightly *  of  the  Hebrew.” — (Vol.  i.  p.  128.) 

We  come,  here,  to  a  most  important  clause,  which,  with¬ 
out  any  reference  to  controversy,  presents  a  fruitful  field  for 
pure  criticism.  If  we  possessed  the  copies  of  this  Gospel 
which  were  ancient  in  the  times  of  Jerom  and  Augustin,  the 
true  reading  of  this  passage  would  be  easily  detected.  We 
sufficiently  collect,  however,  from  these  fathers,  that,  in  their 
ages,  there  was  a  double  reading  of  this  verse,  viz.  1.  “  Thou 
“  hast  said;”  and,  2.  “  Thou  art  Peter:”  and  the  poiDtin 
question  is,  to  decide  which  of  these  lvas  the  primitive  and 
genuine  reading.  The  latter  of  these  learned  fathers,  in  a 
large  portion  of  his  writings,  had  argued  on  the  last  of  those 
readings;  but  he  afterwards  hesitated,  and  signified  a  latitude 
of  interpretation  :  the  cause  of  which  diversity  of  opinion,  is 
revealed  in  another  part  of  his  works. 

“  Dixi  in  quodam  loco  de  apostolo  Petro,  quod  in  illo , 
**  quasi  in  petra ,  fundata  sit  ecclesia  :  —  sed  scio  me  postea 
u  ssepissime  sic  exposuisse  quod  a  Domino  dictum  est,  ut 
“  super  hunc  intelligetur  quern  confessns  est  Petrus: — horum 
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“  autem  duarum  sententiarum  quce  sit  probabtlior,  eligat 
“  lector — I  have  somewhere  said,  concerning  the  apostle 
“  Peter,  that  the  church  was  founded  on  him ,  as  a  ‘ petra ,' 
“  or  rock:  —  but  I  know  that  I  have,  since,  very  often 
“  explained  what  our  Lord  said,  to  signify,  on  Him  whom 
“  Peter  confessed: — but,  between  these  two  opinions,  let  the 
“  reader  choose  that  which  is  the  more  probable.'' — ( Retrac - 
tationes,  tom.  i.  p.  33,  ed.  Benedict,  fol.)  The  cause  of  this 
remarkable  vacillation  of  opinion,  is  finally  exposed  in  this 
learned  father’s  paraphrastic  citation  of  the  whole  context 
in  his  sermon  ‘  in  die  Pentecostis  ’  (tom.  v.  p.  1097),  where 
he  thus  speaks:  “  Cum  interrogasset  ipse  Dominus  discipulos 
“  suos,  quis  ab  hominibus  diceretur,  et  aliorum  opiniones 
“  recolendo  dixissent ;  quod  alii  eum  dicerent  Ioannem,  alii 
“  Eliam,  alii  Jeremiam,  ant  unum  ex  propbetis ;  ait  illis, 
‘  Vos  autem ,  quern  me  esse  dicitis?’  Et  Petrus,  unus  pro 
“  ceteris,  unu9  pro  omnibus,  ‘  Tu  es,  inquit,  Christus  filius 
‘  Dei  vivi*  Iloc,  optiine,  veracissime,  merito  tale  responsum 
u  accipere  meruit:  1  Beatus  esy  Simon  Bar  J once ,  quia  non 
‘  tibi  revelavit  caro  et  sanguis,  sed  Pater  meus  qui  in  c(Elis 
1  est:  et  ego  dico  tibi,  quia  tu  dixisti  mihi  dixisti,  audi; 
“  dedisti  confessionem.  Recipe  benedictionem  ergo :  1  Et 
‘  dico  tibi ,  tu  es  Petrus  —  et  super  hanc  petram  adificabo 
1  ecclesiam  meam  — When  our  Lord  had  asked  his  disciples, 
“  whom  men  said  that  he  was,  and  when,  in  reporting  the 
“  opinions  of  others,  they  had  9aid,  that  ‘  Some  9aid  he  was 
*  John,  some  Elias,  others  Jeremiah  or  one  of  the  prophets;’ 
‘  He  said  to  them ,  But  ye,  whom  do  ye  say  that  I  am?’ 
“  Peter  (one  alone  for  the  rest,  one  for  all)  answered ,  ‘  Thou 
‘  art  the  Christy  the  Son  of  the  living  God .’  This,  most 
“  excellently,  most  truly  spoken,  was  deservedly  rewarded 
“  with  this  reply:  *  Blessed  art  thouy  Simon  Bar-Jonah,  for 
1  flesh  and  blood  revealed  not  this  to  thee ,  but  my  Father 
‘  who  is  in  heaven ;  and  I  tell  thee}  that  thou  hast  said:’ 
“  (hast  said,  observe,  hast  made  confession  to  me.  Receive 
“  therefore  the  benediction  :)  and  I  tell  thee  that  thou  art 
“  Peter  ;  and  on  this  rock  I  will  build  my  Church 
Augustin’s  Greek  text,  therefore,  or  perhaps,  more  correctly, 
that  of  his  Latin  version,  read  :  /xaxag/o£  u  hpcov  Ba^  Imct,  bn 

crag!'  xai  a't/ia.oox  dot,  aXX’  6  ‘Xclttiq  /lov  o  ev  ouget vot<y 

Kayo,  5c  dot  Xeyw,  on  2T  EIIIA2‘  xaty w  dz  dot  Xgycu  on  2T  El 
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nETPOS*  xai  raurr,  rji  ttrgu.  oixodo/Aqffu  fiou  tt\v  ExxXjjtf/ai'. 
But,  St.  Paul  had  already  determined  the  point  of  Augustin’s 
doubt  to  the  ‘  tu  dixisti when  he  wrote  to  the  Corinthians, 
^tfieXiov  aWov  oudug  duvctrai  'Seivat  ‘zaga.  rov  xeifttvov,  og  egrtv,  Irjffoug 
Xgitfrog — 4  other  foundation  can  no  one  lay  besides  that  which 
4  is  laid ,  which  is,  that  Jesus  is  Christ.’ — (1  Cor.  iii.  11.) 
Here,  St.  Paul  clearly  refers  to  this  foundation  of  the  church  ; 
testifying,  that  it  is  founded  on  the  truth  confessed  by  Peter, 
“  Thou  art  the  Christ Sec. ;  and,  that  it  disowns  every  other 
alleged  foundation.  There  is  no  other  passage,  in  all  the 
Gospel  Scriptures,  in  which  mention  is  made,  of  a  founda¬ 
tion  for  the  faith  and  church  of  Christ,  but  in  this  record  of 
St.  Matthew ;  and  to  this,  therefore,  St.  Paul’s  reference  must 
be  applied. 

We  have,  here,  a  manifest  4  duplex  lectio  conflata ,’  or  a 
union  of  two  readings;  which  caused  the  doubt  by  which 
Augustin’s  judgment  was  suspended,  whether  he  should 
apply  our  Lord’s  words  lt  on  this  Rochf  See.  to  4  tu  dixisti ,’ 
or  to  4  tu  es  Petrus  ;  and,  it  has  already  been  observed,  that 
where  we  find  two  confluent  readings ,  the  first  is  almost 
always  the  more  ancient  (Pref.  p.  77).  There  is,  indeed,  no 
analogy,  in  form,  between  the  Latin  sentences,  ‘  tu  dixisti * 
and  4  tu  es  Petrus but,  the  case  is  widely  different  in  the 
Greek,  of  which  those  words  are  only  translations  ;  namely, 
cry  e /era?,  and,  <ru  a  zergog.  These  two  sentences  have  a  most 
remarkable  elementary  analogy,  being  reducible  to  the  same 
form,  in  the  ordinarily  abbreviated  and  undivided  writing  of 

the  ancient  manuscript :  viz.  CyGITTC  ;  which  compend  is 
again  producible  into  the  two  different  forms,  Cy  GITTC, 
i.  e.  Cy  GITTaC,  1  tu  dixisti  —  thou  hast  said and, 
ON/  Gl  TTC?  i.  e.  Cy  Gl  TTsr^oC,  1  tu  es  Petrus  —  thou 
art  Peter.' 

Jerom  also  has  preserved  evidence  of  both  these  readings, 
in  his  paraphrastic  exposition  of  the  passage  :  44  Quid  est  quod 
44  ait?  Et  ego  dico  tibi ,  quia  tu  mild  dixisti  (tu  es  Christus 
44  filius  Dei  vivi)  :  et  ego  dico  tibi  (non  sermone  casso  et 
44  nullum  habente  opus,  sed  dico  tibi,  quia  meum  dixisse, 
44  fecisse  est)  quia  tu  es  Petrus  :  et  super  hanc  petram  cedifi - 
44  cabo  ecclesiam  meam.  — 4  And  I  tell  thee ,  that  thou  hast 
4  said  to  me,  Thou  art  the  Christ ,  Sc c.,  and  I  tell  thee ,  that 
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*  thou  art  Peter,  and  on  this  rocky  ”  &c.1  It  is  here  to 
be  noticed,  that  the  Latin  translator  so  continually  con¬ 
founds  the  two  senses  of  the  Greek  or/,  *  quod ,  quia that 
Erasmus  was  provoked  to  observe  (on  1  Cor.  iv.  14),  “  quod 
“  vertit  or/  nunc  quia,  nunc  quoniam ,  frequentius  occurrit 
“  quam  ut  vacat  cast.igare.” 

Now,  it  is  evident,  that  one  only  of  those  sentences  was 
pronounced  by  our  Lord  (<ru  urrag,  or  av  a  Tiergog),  and  the 
question  is,  Which  of  them  did  he  pronounce?  With  the 
evidence  of  internal  affection  of  the  passage  thus  plainly 
demonstrated,  mere  prescription  can  possess  no  weight ;  for, 
“  quod  ab  initio  invalidum  fuit ,  tractu  temporis  non  con- 
“  valescit. or,  to  use  the  words  of  a  learned  prelate  of 
our  own  day  (Bp.  Marsh),  “  if  a  passage  is  not  authentic 
“  in  itself \  it  acquires  no  prerogative  by  length  of  time.” 
According  to  the  later  or  received  reading,  our  Lord  expresses 
no  approval,  signifies  no  assent,  confirmation,  or  acknow¬ 
ledgment  of  the  justness  of  Peter’s  reply  ;  which  acknowledg¬ 
ment  he  usually  made  in  the  words  <ru  artag,  or  <ru  \eyeig ;  — 

ro  ffu  Xtyetg,  xa/,  to  ffu  e/rtag,  xa/  to.  ro/aura,  o/xo Xoyia  rig  effnv 

ave<r iXyTTog.  —  (Euthym.  in  Matt,  xxvii.  11.)  But  we  here 
collect  from  Jerom  and  Augustin,  that  our  Lord  did,  in 
the  first  instance ,  express  his  assent,  in  his  customary  form, 
cv  eirr ag,  rendered  in  the  earliest  Latin  versions  “  tu  dixisti 
though  that  form,  in  a  very  early  age,  became  converted  into 
av  £/  rtergog ;  which  latter  reading,  through  a  scrupulous  re¬ 
verence  for  the  name  of  the  great  apostle,  w  hen  once  intro¬ 
duced,  presently  superseded,  and  at  length  finally  expelled, 
the  former  reading;  as  the  name  Xgarrog  has,  from  a  similar 
cause,  superseded,  in  many  copies,  the  genuine  reading 
Xgyffrog  in  1  Pet.  ii.  3 ;  and  expelled  it  altogether  from  Phi¬ 
lipp.  i.  21 . 

No  reference  or  allusion  to  this  clause  occurs  in  the 
writings  of  the  apostolical  fathers,  or  of  the  fathers  of  the  first 
two  centuries.  The  earliest  citation  of  the  Greek  words,  su  h 
rttrgog,  appears  in  the  middle  of  the  third  century,  in  Origen’s 
commentary  on  St.  Matthew’s  Gospel ;  on  which  passage  he 


1  The  importance  of  these  passages  of  Jerom  and  Augustin,  has  been  ren¬ 
dered  unapparent  by  the  manner  in  which  they  have  been  presented,  and 
punctuated,  by  the  Benedictine  editors,  who  were  not  sensible  of  the  critical 
evidence  of  a  ‘  confluent  double  reading.' 
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observes  :  “  If  we  also  say  the  same  as  Peter  ( Thou  art  the 
{t  Christy  the  Son  of  the  living  God),  not  by  the  instruction 
“  of  flesh  and  blood,  but  by  the  illumination  of  the  heavenly 
“  Father  in  our  hearts,  we  ourselves  also  become  the  same 
“  thing  as  Peter" — xai  aura  ytm/ieda  oxeg  xai  b  Tler^og.  Which 
shews,  that  though  the  reading  had  then  gained  admittance 
into  the  text,  it  had  not  yet  been  interpreted  as  expressing 
personal  and  exclusive  distinction  in  St.  Peter,  much  less  as 
containing  a  divine  Warrant  of  Primacy.  For,  Origen  fur¬ 
ther  observes :  “  If  you  should  think,  that  the  whole  church 
“  wa9  built,  by  God,  only  on  that  one  Peter ,  what  will  you 
“  say  of  John,  the  son  of  thunder ,  or  of  each  of  the  apostles?” 
—  6i  de  tm  rov  svu  exf ivov  Tltrgov  vofuQuc,  vvo  rov  ©eou  oixohopiKfdat 
rr,v  <za.aav  ixxX7j<J7ai'  fiovov,  rt  av  f>r}tfu/g  rregi  luuvvov,  rov  rrjg 
(3f>ovrris  vhv,  ?)  exatfrou  ruv  arroeroKoiv.  Thirl  by  has  erroneously 
referred,  in  his  margin,  to  this  clause  of  Matthew,  in  his 
edition  of  Justin  Martyr,  p.  353-365;  but  the  context  evi¬ 
dently  shews,  that  Justin  was  alluding,  not  to  this  passage 
of  Matthew,  but  to  Mark,  iii.  15,  16,  and  John,  i.  42,  where 
the  names  of  Kephas,  and  Boanerges,  are  first  assigned  by 
our  Lord,  to  Simon  and  to  the  sons  of  Zebedee.  Tertullian 
only  cites  the  words  *  super  hanc  petram ;  which  words  have 
nevertheless  been  uncritically  assumed,  as  necessarily  in¬ 
volving  the  words  ‘  tu  es  Petrus But,  so  deeply  is  the  sense 
of  ev  Btrrag  —  thou  hast  said ,  kneaded  into  the  passage,  that, 
in  spite  of  the  absence  of  those  words  from  all  the  existing 
copies,  and  the  uniform  presence  of  the  words  <sv  a  rrergog, 
many  of  the  most  learned  and  judicious  expositors  of  all  ages 
of  the  church  have  expounded  our  Lord’s  rejoinder  to  Peter 
as  relating  to  his  confession ,  that  19,  to  what  1  he  had  said;’ 
just  as  if  the  words,  *  thou  art  Peter /  were  not  in  the  text. 
The  obscurity  and  inconsequence  of  the  reading  ev  u  virgog, 
and  the  aptness  and  natural  consequence  of  the  reading  <ru 
ukus — *  thou  hast  said  *  are  sufficient  to  determine  the 
genuineness  of  the  latter  reading,  preserved  by  Jeroin  and 
Augustin  ;  and  it  is  very  questionable,  whether  an  equal 
example  of  the  moral  power  of  internal  evidence  could  be 
produced,  as  this  which  has  rescued  for  us  the  reading, 

(TV  6l<TCt$, 

And  here,  I  cannot  refrain  from  noticing  a  very  re¬ 
markable  declaration  of  the  right  reverend  translator  of 
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Michaelis’s  ‘  Introduction,’  in  his  note  13  top.  383;  which 
declaration  the  same  learned  prelate  has  since  repeated, 
in  his  ‘  Comparative  View  of  the  Churches  of  England  and 
‘  Rome :*  viz.  that  “  he  never  heard  of  any  English  divine  who 
“  doubted ,  that  the  Rock  (mentioned  in  this  passage,  as  the 
“  foundation  of  the  church)  applies  to  Peter.”  I  shall  adduce 
two  English  divines,  who  differed  from  his  lordship ;  and  these, 

I  believe,  will  be  generally  regarded  as  instar  omnium ,  for 
determining  what  is  to  be  supposed  the  opinion  of  1  English 
*  divines'  on  this  point.  The  first,  is  Ridley,  Bishop  of 
London,  who  was  burnt  for  persisting  to  maintain,  before 
Queen  Mary’s  commissioner,  his  persuasion,  that  the  “stone,” 
or  “  rock,**  on  which  Christ  said,  1 1  will  build  my  church ’ 
“did  not  mean  Peter  himself,  but  his  confession,  ‘  Thou  art 
‘  the  Christ ,  the  son  of  the  living  God.*  **1  The  next  English 
divine  I  shall  adduce,  is  the  great  *  Apologist  ’  of  our  English 
church,  Jewell,  Bishop  of  Salisbury;  who  maintained  (with 
Augustin,  Basil,  Hillary,  Jerom,  Cyrill,  and  Beda)  “  super 
“  hanc  petram,  intellegitur  quern  confessus  est  Petrus : — non 
“  in  Petro  ecclesiam  aedificatam,  sed  in  fide  Petri**2 3  The 
biographer  of  this  last  learned  prelate  states,  that  he  “  put 
“  forth  his  Apology  for  the  Church  of  England  by  Queen 
“  Elizabeth’s  authority,  and  by  the  advice  of  some  of  the 
“  bishops,  as  the  public  confession  of  the  catholic  and  Christian 
“  faith  of  the  church  of  England ,  &c. ;  so  that  it  is  not  to  be 
“  esteemed  as  the  private  work  of  a  single  bishop,  but  as  the 
“  public  declaration  of  the  church  whose  name  it  bears.”'’ 
Wre  may  therefore  assume,  that  the  opinion  of  Ridley  and 
Jewell  on  this  passage,  was  the  standard  opinion  of  English 
divines  at  the  period  of  the  reformation  of  the  English 
church.  Dr.  Bloomfield  observes :  “  As  to  the  arguments  of 
“  those  who  maintain,  that  mrga,  signifies  the  confession  of 
“  Peter — they  are  too  insignificant  to  deserve  any  serious 
“  attention ;  indeed,  the  question  has  long  ago  been  disposed 
“  of  by  Alberti  and  Palairet.”  The  reader  will  decide, 
whether  this  learned  annotator’s  dictum  has  not  been 
delivered  with  somewhat  too  much  of  confidence  and 
precipitation. 


1  Wordsworth’s  Eccles.  Biogr.  vol.  iii.  p.  220-22. 

a  Epist.  ad  D.  Scipionera. 

3  Wordsworth,  vol.  iv.  p.  48. 
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lb.  *  gate9  of  death,']  a)  <ruXa/  clbov,  in  the  sense  of  ‘  death  * 
or  ‘  the  grave as,  in  Isaiah,  xxxviii.  10,  Hezekiah  says, 
“  I  shall  go  to  the  gates  of  the  grave,"  which  the  Greek  ren¬ 
ders,  Kooevffofj,ai  ev  ^vXaig  cfhoo :  not  of  gehenna,  as  it  is  vulgarly 
understood  in  this  place,  and  from  thence  interpreted,  the 
‘ powers  of  darkness.'1  So,  in  Job,  xxxviii.  17,  the  Septuagint 
render  coXa/  davarou,  and  rruXugoi  dbov,  as  correspondent.  The 
texts  of  Matthew  read  xa/  cruXa/,  which,  in  the  uncial  writing, 
would  be  KXITTYXXI,  i .  e.  xa/  ai  -roXa/,  K  being  a  compend 
of  xai  (Woide’s  Proleg.  to  the  Alex.  MS.)  ;  but,  this  point 
being  unattended  to,  it  happened,  as  Matthaei  observes,  “  at 
“  post  xa /  facile  excidit”  (note  to  c.  xxv.  2).  To  this  passage, 
St.  Peter  alludes  in  Acts,  ii.  25;  and  St.  Matthew  specially 
directs  the  attention  to  this  interpretation,  by  proceeding, 
after  two  verses,  to  relate,  that  “  from  that  time  Jesus  began 
“  to  shew  to  his  disciples  that  he  must  —  be  killed ,  and  be 
“  raised  the  third  day."  In  these  words  our  Lord  fully 
explains  his  previous  declaration,  “  that  the  gates  of  death 
“  would  not  prevail,  to  detain  the  Son  of  the  living  God;” 
which  prediction  was  fulfilled,  when  the  stone  was  mira¬ 
culously  removed  from  the  mouth  of  the  sepulchre,  for  our 
Lord’s  exit  from  it. 

Ver.  19.  And  I  will  give  to  thee  the  keys ,  &c.]  rag  xXe??: 
— Pollux,  in  his  chapter,  tregi  <rxe-jwv  Ougugo  o — ‘  of  the  implements 

*  of  the  door-keeper '  (lib.  x.  §  25),  says  :  a~o  rm  xXeibuv,  to 
xXe/tfa/ —  wa-reg  xa/  to  avoi^ai  —  ‘to  the  keys  pertain,  to  lock 

*  and  to  open and  in  §  27,  rut  bs  xXs/tfa/,  iuov  xa/  ro  craxrooi'* 

tv  a voiyav  ravrov  ro  Xveiv — “  fastening  is  equivalent  to 
“  locking ,  as  is  releasing  to  opening all,  therefore,  who 
have  the  power  of  locking  and  fastening ,  or,  of  releasing  and 
opening ,  have  the  power  of  the  keys.  When,  therefore,  our 
Lord  said  to  all  the  apostles  (chap,  xviii.  17),  *•  Whatsoever 
“  ye  shall  hind ,  See.,  and  whatsoever  ye  shall  loose,  &c.,”  he 
committed,  to  all  and  each  severally,  the  power  of  the  keys , 
a9  entirely  as  he  did,  on  this  occasion,  to  St.  Peter. 

Ver.  22.  Mercy  on  thee!]  the  literal  sense  of  eXeov 
not,  ‘  be  it  far  from  thee,'  as  Wiclif  properly  translated  from 

1  “  De  diaboli ,  aut  etiam  de  improborum  molitionibus  tanto  consensu  hunc 
“  locum  expoui,  valde  miror.”— Guotius,  ad.  1. 


156 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  XVII. 


his  original  Latin  ‘  absit  a  te ;  hut  which  his  revisers  have 
retained,  without  equal  correctness,  in  a  collation  with  the 
Greek. 


CHAPTER  XVII. 

Ver.  4.  I  will  make .]  The  two  oldest  MSS.  (Vat.  and 
Ephr.)  read  to/tktw,  as  also  the  old  Latin  vers.  Ver  cell. ,  in 
this  place,  and  in  the  corresponding  passages  of  Mark  and 
Luke:  the  readings  in  the  MSS.  vary.  In  the  rec.  text, 
the  readings  have  been  artificially  reduced  to  uniformity  in 
all  the  three  Gospels,  in  each  of  which  we  now  read  xoiriowptv ; 
but  the  oldest  MSS.  read  thus : 

Matt,  xv ii.  4 . BC. 

Mark,  x.  4  . TroiriG-apiv,  B  C. 

Luke,  ix.  33 . Tre/ijo-w^gv,  B  C. 

It  appears  probable,  that  rroinau  in  the  singular  was  the 
primitive  reading  in  Matthew,  but  that  it  has  been  rendered 
plural  in  the  later  copies,  from  the  fipag  preceding. 

Ver.  8.  But  Jesus  himself  alone]  ei  ilt\  eturov  iqoouv  fiovou : — 
So  reads  the  Vat.  MS.  The  a u  of  aurov  has  lapsed  from  the 
later  texts,  which  read,  e<  pn  rov  I.  fiovov.  Bentley  overlooked 
this  reading  in  the  Vat.  MS.,  but  it  has  been  recovered  by 
Birch. 

Ver.  20.  Little  faith."]  The  most  ancient  authorities,  of 
MS.  and  version,  read  oXryomeriav :  the  common  reading, 
aviffnav,  unbelief  \  is  claimed  by  Scholz  for  his  Constant,  text. 

Ver.  21  of  the  common  text  is  omitted,  in  this  place,  by 
the  Vat.  MS.,  and  by  the  most  ancient  versions,  though 
admitted  by  them  in  Mark,  x.  28;  from  whence  it  has  been 
drawn  hither,  by  the  Constant .  texts. 

Ver.  21.  Continued  together.]  crjffTg«pofi£mv,  Vat.  MS.; 
avotgrgKp.  rec.  text. 

Ver.  26.  J\fislead.]  (ntavdaXtau/Aev ;  not,  ( offend*  (see  Pref. 
p.  14),  which  English  word  is  impertinent  in  this  place;  the 
Greek  signifies,  ‘  cause  them  to  err  ’  and  therefore,  ‘  mislead  ’ 
them. 
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CHAPTER  XVIII. 

Ver.  11  of  the  common  text  omitted  here,  by  the  most 
ancient  authorities ;  but  admitted  by  them  in  Luke,  xix.  9, 
from  whence  it  has  been  brought  to  this  place  by  the  Con¬ 
stant.  texts. 

Ver.  21.  Until  seven  times?]  Thi9  question  of  Peter  is  to 
be  explained  by  referring  to  a  former  discourse  of  our  Lord, 
related  only  by  Luke,  chap.  xvii.  4. 


CHAPTER  XIX. 

Ver.  16.  Master,  what  good  thing.]  The  ancient  MSS. 
do  not  read  ayah,  *  good /  in  the  vocative.  The  varying 
readings  of  this  passage  are  these : 

d/daffxaXe,  rt  ayahv — Vat.  MS. 
didaax aXe  ayah,  rt 

Bidad'/.aXe  ayah,  rt  ayahv  —  Const,  and  rec. 

* 

This  last  reading  has  probably  resulted  from  a  double  reading, 
ayahv  rt,  and  n  ayahv.  Scholz  claims  ayah  for  the  Constant. 
texts,  as  opposed  to  the  Alexandr . 

Ver.  17.  Why  asked  thou  me  concerning  goodness .]  This 
is  a  passage  on  which  Scholz  specially  puts  at  issue  his  two 
families  of  texts  :  “  recepta  extat  in  codicibus  omnibus  fain. 
“  Const .”  Here,  then,  the  lists  must  be  duly  entered  with 
him.  The  different  readings  in  this  place,  are  these  : 

|  f  r/  /xe  egcurag  rregt  rov  ayahv  ; 

’  \  Why  askest  thou  me  concerning  goodness  ? 

2  f  n  fLt  Xeyetg  ayahv ; 

*  \  Why  callest  thou  me,  good  $ 

No  two  sentences  can  be  found,  whose  imports  are  more 
different.  As  only  one  of  these  could  be  the  words  actually 
spoken  by  our  Lord,  the  point  to  be  determined  is,  which 
was  that  one  ?  The  first,  is  the  reading  of  the  Vatican ,  Beza , 
and  Alexand.  MSS.;  also  of  Wetstein’s  L,  or  Stephens’s  n ; 


158 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  XIX. 


it  is  the  reading  of  the  Coptic  and  other  ancient  versions ; 
of  Jerom  and  Augustin  :  it  was,  moreover,  the  reading  of 
Tertullian  (of  whom  Scholz  takes  no  notice),  and  of  Origen, 
before  Byzantium  acquired  the  name  of  Constantinople.  Of 
the  second  reading,  Scholz  is  not  able  to  cite  a  single  au¬ 
thority  of  equal  antiquity.  The  Latin,  “  Quid  me  interroges 
“  de  bonoV'  was  rendered  by  Wiclif,  “  What  axist  thou  me 
“  af  good  thing  V'  His  revisers,  under  the  influence  of  the 
more  modern  MSS.,  which  (as  has  been  remarked)  were  the 
first  that  became  known  to  the  learned  after  the  Reformation, 
substituted  their  reading,  u  Why  callest  thou  me  good?"  The 
first  of  those  two  readings  is,  therefore,  that  which  is  to  be 
regarded  as  confirmed.  But,  the  confirmation  of  that  passage, 
necessarily  demands  a  determination  of  the  corresponding 
passages  in  Mark,  xi.  18,  and  Luke,  xviii.  19,  where  the 
present  Gr.  texts  have  the  reading,  n  /it  \tyeig  uyadov.  It  is 
evident,  that  this  reading  has  been  transferred  to  St.  Matthew, 
to  the  displacement  of  the  primitive  reading,  through  the 
vicious  practice  of  endeavouring  to  assimilate  the  different 
Gospels.  But,  if  the  first  reading  is  the  genuine  one,  we  are 
entitled  to  expect  an  agreement,  not  a  difference  of  import,  in 
all  the  three  places.  And  it  is  not  difficult  to  discover,  that 
such  an  agreement  actually  existed  in  the  original  texts.  The 
confusion  of  the  cases  of  the  pronouns,  /ioo,  av,  <sou,  coi,  <re, 

in  consequence  of  their  being  indifferently  abbreviated,  /Z,  <j, 
is  well  known,  and  has  been  noted  (Pref.  p.  73) ;  and  the 
effect  of  that  confusion  on  the  sense  of  a  passage,  must  be 
manifest.  It  will  therefore  be  plain,  that  the  sole  cause  of 
the  difference  of  import  between  the  readings  of  Mark  and 
Luke,  and  the  standard  reading  of  Matthew,  has  been  an 
early  error  in  assuming  the  compend  /Z  to  signify  pt,  instead  , 
of  (tot ;  with  which  latter  reading,  all  the  three  Gospels  de¬ 
liver  a  similar  import:  n  /moi  y.eyetg  ayu6ov;  *  why  speakest 
‘  thou  to  me  of  goodness  V  Thus,  the  text9  of  Mark  and 
Luke  are  to  be  restored  by  the  ancient  standard  of  Matthew ; 
not  Matthew  to  be  assimilated  to  the  vitiated  readings  of 
Mark  and  Luke.1  (See  the  use  of  Xeyw,  in  John,  vi.  71  ; 
viii.  27,  54  ;  ix.  19.) 

1  n  m  t£urtt;.\  “  Cum  et  vetustiora  et  emendatiora  exemplaria  hanc  lec- 
“  tionem  prseferunt,  quam  secutus  est,  non  velus  lantum  quo  nunc  utimur 
“  Latinus  imerpretes,  sed  et  illi  codices  quilms  usi  sunt  Augustinus,  Hierony- 
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lb.  One  ( only )  is  good.]  tig  e<fnv  6  aya&og :  —  so  read  the 
same  ancient  authorities,  with  the  addition  of  the  Jerusalem- 
Syriac .  Some  early  philoponist  added  6  Qtog,  God ,  for  eluci¬ 
dation  ;  after  which,  the  whole  was  paraphrased  into  ouSag 
ay  ados,  ei  (mt)  tig,  6  Qeog,  which  is  the  reading  of  “  the  received , 
“  and  all  the  Constant,  texts — recepta  extat  in  codd.  fam. 
“  Const,  omnibus .” — (Scholz.) 

Ver.  37.]  The  repetition  of  the  words  “  and  whatsoever 
“  is  right  ,”  See.  from  ver.  34  (xx.  7,  Gr.),  is  not  authorised 
by  the  Vat.  and  some  other  ancient  MSS.  and  versions ;  and 
is  evidently  an  officious  interpolation. 

Ver.  46.]  The  same  ancient  authorities  disown  the  words 
“  for  many  are  called ,”  &c.,  though  they  acknowledge  them 
in  their  proper  place,  chap.  xxii.  14,  from  whence  they  have 
been  wantonly  and  injudiciously  drawn  to  this  place,  in  the 
later  MSS. 


CHAPTER  XX. 

Ver.  6,  7.]  The  clauses,  u  baptised  with  the  baptism,’'  See. 
in  these  two  verses  of  the  received  and  Const,  text,  are 
unknown  in  this  place  to  the  Vatican ,  and  other  ancient 
authorities,  though  known  to  them  in  their  native  places, 
Mark,  xii.  8,  9. 

Ver.  25.  Set  him  thereon.']  The  same  authorities  read 
e<r  avruv,  not  6-ravw  uvruv ;  literally,  “on  them."  From  not 
considering  the  idiom  of  this  evangelist,  who  intentionally 
employs  the  plural  number  in  a  singular  case  (see  note  to 
Matt.  ii.  20),  those  words  have  changed,  in  different  MSS., 
to  trr  avTifj,  tXGCV'ji  avrou,  a urw,  tm  tov  ‘TvXov. 


Ver.  26.  Spread  their  garments ,  &c.]  We  still  find  this 
mode  of  salutation  in  the  East.  “  The  road  was  decorated 
“  the  whole  way,  as  for  a  festival,  with  loug  strips  of  palm 


“  mua,  atque  alii ;  mill  to  est  credihilius  lectionem  alteram  ex  Marco  et  Luca 
“  hue  trad iictam,  quod  s^peaccidit,  qnam  istam  aliunde  irrepsisse.” — Ghotius, 
in  Matt.  xix.  17. 
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“  branches  hung  upon  strings  on  either  side  ;  and  wherever 
“  we  stopt,  we  found  the  ground  spread  with  white  cloth, 
“  and  awnings  erected,  beautifully  decorated  with  flowers 
“  and  fruits,  and  festooned  with  palm  branches.” — (  Tour  in 
Ceylon:  Heber’s  India ,  vol.  ii.  p.  225,  4to.) 


CHAPTER  XXI. 

Ver.  18.  We  know  not.~\  In  the  Greek,  ovx  o in 
Wiclif,  “  we  witen  not ,”  from  the  Latin,  **  nescimus."  Our 
revisers  have  here  abandoned  the  literal  interpretation,  in 
order  to  produce  an  alliteration  in  the  English,  which  is  not 
afforded  by  the  Greeks — “  we  cannot  tell — neither  tell  I  you." 

Ver.  19-22.]  The  order  of  the  replies  of  the  two  sons 
stands,  as  it  is  here  given,  in  the  Vat.  MS.,  and  in  all  the 
most  ancient  authorities. 

Ver.  33.]  The  common  texts  here  introduce  the  words, 
“  They  say  to  him”  which  is  an  inconsiderate,  though  early 
interpolation ;  and  is  properly  omitted  in  some  MSS.,  since 
it  is  evident,  from  Mark,  xiv.  9,  and  Luke,  xx.  16,  that  the 
words  were  spoken  by  our  Lord  himself.  (See  Pref.  p.  35.) 


CHAPTER  XXII. 

Ver.  10.  Bride-chamber .]  6  — so  reads  the  Vat. 

MS ;  not  ya, aoj  —  *  wedding .* 


CHAPTER  XXIII. 

Ver.  14.]  Ver.  14  of  the  received  text,  is  not  contained 
in  the  most  ancient  copies  and  versions  of  St.  Matthew; 
though  they  possess  it  in  Mark,  xiv.  41,  Luke,  xx.  46,  from 
whence  it  has  been  drawn  to  this  place  by  the  later  copyists. 
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lb.  Just  such  another ,  &c.]  dixXoregov  upuv  —  *  a  very 
*  double ,  or  duplicate  of  yourselves/  The  comparative  form 
is  here  “  used  independently  of  comparison ,  for  the  positive 
or  rather,  for  an  enforcement  of  the  positive,  as  vturegog,  very 
new  (Matthias  Gr.  Gr.  §  457).  It  is  a  great  error  to  interpret 
<WXo 7-Ego v  in  this  place,  “  twofold  morey  or  twice  as  much 
“  again  f  which  destroys  the  sense  of  our  Lord’s  declaration. 
So  in  Rev.  xviii.  6,  where  our  version  reads,  “  Reward  her 
u  even  as  she  rewarded  you ,  and  double  to  her  double  accord- 
“  ing  to  her  works;  in  the  cup  which  she  hath  filled,  fill  to 
“  her  double;”  8jT>Mears,  dirrXa,  and  3/tXouv,  mean  only,  “  even 
“  as  she  rewarded  thee,”  or,  in  an  equal  measure. 

Ver.  23.  Strain  off.]  Not  *  strain  at:  that  is,  who  affect 
hesitation  at  trifling  and  unimportant  things,  but  yield  them¬ 
selves  readily  to  grievous  delinquencies. 

Ver.  30.  And  ye  will  fill  up.]  crX^wirm,  i9  the  reading  of 
the  most  ancient  MS.,  and  alone  gives  to  the  sentence  its 
required  sense  (see  1  Thess.  ii.  16).  So  that,  in  the  reading 
of  the  later  copies,  -rX^wtfare  (as  in  the  received  text),  the  a 
is  to  be  regarded,  either  as  an  itacism  in  the  lax  sense  given 
to  that  term  by  Michaelis,  viz.  the  exchange  of  a  for  i  (see 
Preface,  p.  60) ;  or,  as  an  alteration  of  the  tense,  through 
misapprehension  of  the  passage. 

Ver.  33.  Zachariah,  son  of  Barachiah,  whom  ye  will 
slay.']  The  labour  of  annotators,  in  endeavouring  to  identify 
this  Zachariah,  is  well  known  to  all  who  have  much  attended 
to  interpretations  of  the  Gospels  ;  but,  none  of  those  an¬ 
notators  have  been  able  to  adduce  a  Zachariah  who  was  both 
L  son  of  JBarachiahy  and  was  also  ‘  slain  between  the  sanctuary 
1  and  the  altar.'  They  have,  therefore,  generally  relieved 
themselves  from  their  perplexity,  by  gratuitously  assuming, 
either,  “  that  Zachariah,  son  of  Jehoida,  slain  in  the  court  of 
“  the  Lord’s  house  800  years  before  the  birth  of  Christ,  was 
“  the  person  designed  by  our  Lord,  and  that  Jehoida  must 
“  have  had  the  additional  name  of  Barachiah,  ‘  because  it 
4  was  not  unfrequent  among  the  Jews  to  bear  two  names 
“  or,  that  Zachariah,  son  of  Barachiah,  who  lived  500  years 
(t  D.C.,  must  have  been  slain  in  the  temple,  though  no  record 
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“  of  such  an  event  exists.”  Such  have  been  the  critical 
solutions  of  this  historical  enigma.  Now,  a9  our  Lord  takes 
Abel,  and  this  Zachariah,  for  the  extreme  terms  of  the  4  blood 
4  shed  on  the  earth ,  for  which  vengeance  should  come  on  that 
4  generation ,*  we  cannot  reasonably  apprehend,  that  the 
Zachariah  intended  by  Him  was  of  a  date  so  remotely  re¬ 
trospective  as  to  exclude  the  blood  of  all  the  latter  prophets 
and  just  men,  of  John  the  Baptist,  and  of  the  Christian 
martyrs  antecedent  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  This 
consideration  was  so  obvious  to  some  minds,  that  it  was 
early  conjectured,  that  the  Zachariah  intended  by  our  Lord 
must  have  been  the  father  of  the  Baptist ;  and,  that  lie  must 
have  perished  in  the  manner  described  by  our  Lord,  although 
we  know  nothins:  of  the  circumstances  of  his  death. 

Blit,  those  two  extreme  terms  are  expressly  declared  to 
embrace  44  all"  the  just  blood  that  should  have  been  shed 
on  the  earth,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  vengeance 
which  was  about  to  be  taken  on  the  Jewish  nation  ;  and 
they  therefore  implied,  that  the  latter  of  the  two  would  be 
coincidental  with  the  vengeance. 

Now  it  happened,  that  exactly  at  the  time  when  Titus  and 
Vespasian  were  advancing  oh  Jerusalem  to  consummate  that 
vengeance,  the  infuriated  Jewish  zealots  slew  4  Zachariah , 
4  son  of  Baruchas ,  in  the  middle  of  the  temple .’  Josephus, 
the  great  contemporary  Jewish  historian  of  that  period,  thus 
records  the  fact.  44  But  they  (the  zealots  and  Idumseans), 
44  satiated  with  simple  slaughter,  shamelessly  enacted  the 
44  mockery  of  judicial  trials  and  verdicts;  and  being  pur- 
44  posed  to  kill  one  of  the  most  illustrious  of  the  nation, 
44  Zacharias ,  son  of  Baruchas f  who  had  exasperated  them 
44  by  his  great  hatred  of  evil,  and  love  of  freedom;  (and 
44  inasmuch  as  he  was  rich,  they  hoped  to  possess  them- 
44  selves  of  his  wealth,  and  to  destroy  a  man  who  had  great 
44  influence  for  overturning  their  power ;)  they  convoked 
44  seventy  chiefs  of  the  people,  and  accused  Zacharias  before 
44  them,  of  seeking  to  betray  the  country  to  the  Romans,  and 
44  of  having  sent  certain  persons  to  Vespasian  in  order  to  that 
44  treason.  The  seventy  judges,  however,  acquitted  him; 
44  being  more  willing  to  perish  with  him,  than  that  his  death 

1  This  name  is  variously  written  in  the  MSS.  of  Josephus,  viz,  B afouxou, 
B *££/*,  Det^trxaiou ;  and  two  Evangelislares  of  the  tenth  century  have  Bx^ax,ou- 


Chap.  XXIII. 


MATTHEW. 


163 


“  should  be  ascribed  to  them.  On  which,  a  great  clamour 
“  arose  from  the  zealots  —  and  two  of  the  most  daring  of  them 
“  slew  Zacharicis  in  the  middle  of  the  temple — tv  /xe<rw  ru  h gy 
“  d/upOtigouffi  rov  Za%agia v.” — (He  Hello  Jud.  lib.  iv.  c.  6,  §  4.) 
This  transaction,  occurring  among  numerous  other  atrocities 
in  the  distracted  state  of  Jerusalem,  at  that  crisis,  and  being 
of  no  pressing  interest  on  the  attention  of  the  newly  converted 
contemporary  heathens,  was  lost  to  memory  in  the  multitude 
of  events  of  that,  and  the  following  ages ;  nor  did  it  rise 
forth  to  notice  and  reflection,  until  the  rekindled  light  of  the 
Reformation,  when  it  attained  its  due  prominence,  and 
engaged  the  observation  and  reflection  of  those  who  were 
equally  eminent  in  Christian  and  Jewish  learning  :  from 
which  period,  it  has  maintained  its  historical  importance. 
To  this  record,  Havercamp  subjoins  in  bis  note :  “  eundem 
tf  esse  hunc  Zachariam  cum  illo  cujus  meminit  Senator, 
“  apud  Matt,  xxiii.  35,  statuit  l’Empereuh1  in  Cod .  Talm. 
“  Middoth .  p.  80;  verba  autem  Servatoris  intelligenda  esse 
u  per  anticipationem ;  et  aoristum  positum  esse  pro  futuro : 
“  ov  tfovwffctrt,  quem  occideritis  —  L’Empereur  has  maintained, 
“  that  this  is  the  Zachariah  mentioned  by  our  Saviour,  in 
“  Matth.  xxiii.  35 ;  and,  that  his  words  are  to  be  understood 
“  proleptically,  or  in  anticipation  of  the  event;  the  aorist 
“  being  put  for  the  future."  But,  as  we  have  just  seen  in 
v.  30,  rrXr^uietrt  corrupted  into  crXT^wtfare  and  terX^cuffctre,  SO 
it  is  probable  that  epo veuffare  is  a  corruption  of  poveuirere ,  the 
future  continuing  from  the  preceding  verse;  and,  that  this 
was  the  Zacharias  designed  by  our  Lord,  no  reasonable 
question  can  now  be  entertained.  In  this  prediction,  our  Lord 
concludes,  and  enforces  with  the  emphasis  of  individual 
specification,  his  preceding  general  prediction,  “  I  will  send 
“  to  you  prophets,  and  wise  men,  and  scribes,  and  some  of 
“  them  ye  will  hill:'9  and  thus  we  obtain  the  twro  extreme 


1  “  Constantine  I’Empereur,  of  Oppyck,  in  Holland  (the  contemporary  and 
“  co-operator  (in  Hebrew  learning)  with  the  Bustorffs.  Did.  MoRERl)  pro- 
“  fuundly  learned  in  the  oriental  languages,  honourably  filled  a  chair  of  Hebrew, 
“  at  Leyden.  He  died  in  1048,  at  a  very  advanced  time  of  life.  All  the  works 
“  he  published  abound  in  useful  observations,  and  display  a  great  depth  of 
“  rabbinical  and  Hebrew  learning.  His  translations  of  Jewish  and  Talmtidicnl 
“  books  are  the  most  complete  of  any  that  are  to  be  met  with,  though  they  are 
“  not  always  exact.  His  book,  ‘  De  mensuris  Templi Irfyden,  1(>30,  4to,  is 
“  replete  with  erudition.” — (New  and  General  Biogr.  Didionarg,  Ovo.  1708.) 
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terms  of  the  accumulated  bloodshed,  which  was  then  imme¬ 
diately  to  experience  the  exercise  of  divine  retribution. 
Dr.  Burton  discerned  this  exposition  ;  for  he  thus  con¬ 
cludes  his  note  on  the  passage :  “  Hug  thinks,  that  Jesus 
{i  spoke  prophetically  of  Zach arias,  who  is  said  by  Josephus 
4  4  to  have  been  v/og  Bagou%ou,  and  to  have  been  killed  ev  /xecw 
u  ru  hgw:  this  happened  a.d.  67;”  i.  e.  three  years  before 
the  final  destruction  of  Jerusalem. 

The  observations  of  Hug  on  this  subject  are  so  remark¬ 
ably  correspondent  to  those  of  the  preceding  exposition,  •which 
was  written  before  I  became  acquainted  with  the  1 Introduction ’ 
of  that  learned  writer,  that  I  shall  produce  them  here.  “  His 
“  observations  (he  states)  have  for  some  time  obtained  the 
“  approbation  of  a  distinguished  scholar.  Vide  Eichorn, 
“  Introcl.  to  N T .,  Part  I.  p.  507.” 

“  This  passage  in  Malt,  xxiii.  35,  which  mentions  Zacha- 
“  rias,  the  son  of  Barachias,  being  murdered  between  the 
“  temple  and  the  altar,  leads  us  to  a  nearer  definition  of 
44  the  time.  If  we  pay  attention  to  the  name,  the  fact ,  the 
“  circumstances,  and  the  object  with  which  Jesus  mentions  it, 
“  there  is  no  doubt  of  its  being  Za yjxyug  B agovyov,  who,  accord- 
“  ing  to  Josephus’  account,  suffered  unmerited  death  in  the 
“  midst  of  the  temple ,  shortly  before  its  destruction.  The 
“  name  agrees;  the  murderous  deed,  and  the  remarkable 
li  circumstance  which  distinguishes  it,  are  the  same ;  as 
44  well  as  the  character  of  the  man,  to  Xiav  ruvdoog  [ligottovtioom, 
44  his  strict  righteousness ;  and  also  this  circumstance,  that 
“  he,  like  the  wise  men  and  the  prophets,  still  told  the  Jews 
“  the  truth  intrepidly.  When  Jesus  further  says,  that  all 
44  innocently  shed  blood,  from  Abel  down  to  Zacharias,  shall 
“  be  revenged  on  the  Jews,  this  uxo  and  kug  in  like  manner 
“  express  a  beginning ,  and  an  end ;  both  of  which  are  put, 
44  instead  of  all  the  circumstances  which  happened  in  the 
“  interim.  Thus,  Zacharias  is  made  the  limit — is  mentioned 
“  as  the  last ,  before  this  revenge  shall  commence :  the 
“  threatened  revenge,  however,  is,  that  Jerusalem  shall  be 
“  abandoned  to  destruction  and  become  desolate,  xxiii.  37, 38. 
“  Who  can  it  then  be,  but  this  very  Zacharias,  whose  death 
44  history  distinguishes  among  so  many  murders,  as  the  only 
44  still  remaining  righteous  person,  after  the  death  of  the  high 
“  priest  Ananias,  before  the  destruction  of  the  holy  city? 
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“  We  are  not  here  to  think  of  the  Zacharias  mentioned 
“  in  2  Cliron.  xxiv.  20.  He  is  the  son  of  Jehoida,  who  was 
“  not  killed  between  the  temple  and  the  altar ,  or  tv  [it <su>  rw  vuu), 
“  but,  in  the  fore-court ;  and  is  not  the  person  who  terminates 
44  the  number  of  the  innocently  slain  ;  or,  who  concludes  an 
44  epoch  in  the  annals  of  the  Jews.  Was  there  not,  from  the 
“  days  of  King  Joas,  in  which  that  happened,  any  other 
44  righteous  person  murdered  among  them  ?  or,  shall  not  the 
44  others  be  revenged?  Had  there  already  been,  at  that  time, 
44  a  punishment  fully  inflicted  for  all  the  innocently  shed 
44  blood  ?  Is  there,  in  that  place ,  a  particular  point  of  history 
“  which  is  signalised  as  a  great  and  general  time  of  punish- 
44  ment  for  the  Jewish  nation? 

“  But,  it  is  quite  evident,  that  this  Zacharias  is  repre- 
“  sented  by  Jesus  as  a  person  yet  to  come.  He  says :  4  I  send 
4  unto  you  wise  men  and  prophets,  whom  you  will  scourge, 
4  kill,  and  persecute,  padriytodert,  grauguxjtrt,  diu^tre ;  that  the 
4  punishment  of  all  innocent  blood  may  come  upon  you, 
4  from  the  blood  of  Abel,  unto  Zacharias.’  Here,  Zacharias 
“  terminates  the  number  of  the  ill-used  righteous,  whom  the 
“  Jews  would  still  abuse,  scourge,  and  crucify,  and  for  whose 
44  blood  they  would  have  to  answer. 

44  It  is,  therefore,  this  Zacharias ,  of  whom  Josephus, 
44  Bell.Jud.  iv.  6.  4,  has  w  ritten  ;  whose  death  followed  long 
“  after  Jesus,  but  of  whom  the  Lord,  in  a  prophetical  spirit , 
£<  spoke.  Matthew,  who  relates  to  us  the  discourse  of  Jesus, 
44  makes  him  speak,  throughout  the  whole  prophetic  passage, 
44  in  ihe  future  tense  ;  and  of  Zacharias  himself,  as  a  person 
44  who  is  yet  to  suffer  :  but,  when  he  comes  to  the  commission 
44  of  the  murder,  he  cannot  conceal  that  it  is  known  to  him 
44  ( Matthew )  as  having  already  taken  place;  and,  instead  of 
44  putting,  as  he  should  have  done,  the  main  fact  in  the  Lord’s 
44  mouth,  in  the  future  tejise,  he  recounts  it  in  plain  words, 
44  as  a  past  transaction,  and  says,  ov  epivtuaccrt  /ttra^v  x.  t.  X. 
4  Whom  you  have  murdered  between  the  temple  and  the 
4  altar.’ — {Tntrod.  vol.  ii.  p.  II.)  The  ingenious,  but  over¬ 
drawn  criticism  of  the  last  paragraph,  on  the  reading  epovtuffetrt, 
is  rendered  unnecessary  in  the  preceding  exposition. 

Ib.  Between  the  sanctuary  and  the  altar.]  The  wrord  vuo; 
(Attice}  veto;)  is  sometimes  used  in  Scripture  to  denote  the 
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entire  temple;  sometimes  the  first,  or  Holy  place  within; 
and  sometimes  the  innermost,  or  Holy  of  Holies.  In  the 
same  manner,  our  translators  have  used  the  word  sanctuary. 
“  Sometimes  (says  Cruden)  the  word  sanctuary  is  used  in  a 
“  general  sense  for  ‘  the  temple ,’  taking  its  denomination  from 
“  its  principal  part,  as  in  2  Chron.  xx.  8  :  sometimes,  for  the 
“  ‘  Holy  place’  appointed  for  the  public  worship  of  the  Lord, 
“  as  in  Ps.  lxxiii.  17. — They  (specially)  called  by  this  name 
“  that  part  of  the  temple  of  Jerusalem  which  was  the  most 
lt  secret  and  most  retired  of  all  the  rest  (or  Holy  of  Holies ), 
“  wherein  none  but  the  high  priest  might  enter,  and  he  but 
u  once  in  a  year.”  It  appears,  in  this  place,  to  intend  the 
second  of  these  senses,  between  the  entrance  to  which  and  the 
altar  in  the  court ,  was  the  middle  of  the  /tgov,  or  entire  circuit 
of  the  sacred  inclosnre  ;  so  that  our  Lord’s  description  of  the 
spot  on  which  Zachariah  i could  perish,  and  that  on  which 
Josephus  records  that  he  did  perish,  are  identified. 

Ver.  37-39,  rec.  text.]  These  three  verses,  standing  in 
this  stage  of  the  narrative,  would  be  perplexing,  had  not 
Origen  and  Jerom  apprised  us,  that  they  found  the  several 
Gospels,  in  their  own  times,  replete  with  interpolations  drawn 
from  each  other.  Accordingly,  we  here  recognise  a  passage 
taken  verbatim  from  St.  Luke,  and  inserted  contrary  to  its 
proper  order  of  time.  We  see,  in  Luke,  xiii.  35,  that  our 
Lord,  in  his  last  progress  from  Galilee  to  Jerusalem,  fore- 
shewed,  in  the  passage  in  question,  that  he  should  a*  first  be 
hailed  in  that  city  with  the  salutation,  “  Blessed  is  he  that 
“  cometh  in  the  name  of  the  Lord!”  And  again,  in  Luke, 
xix.  37,  we  read,  that  he  was  actually  so  hailed.  But,  the 
interpolator  of  this  passage  in  Matthew  has  introduced  it 
after  the  prediction  had  been  fulfilled,  and  after  the  fulfil¬ 
ment  had  been  recorded  by  Matthew,  in  chap.  xx.  27  of  this 
Revision,  or  chap.  xxi.  9  of  the  common  text.  It  is  pro¬ 
bable,  that  the  interpolator  had  in  view  our  Lord’s  second 
apostrophe  to  Jerusalem,  in  Luke,  xix.  41,  when  he  was 
entering  that  city.  Schulz  has  a  very  important  observation 
on  this  passage,  which  Scholz,  who  followed  him,  has  alto¬ 
gether  excluded  from  his  note.  The  former,  in  his  note  on 
Mark,  xi.  1,  where  the  junior  texts  read  'Ieeouta \r,^  but  where 
the  Vat.,  Bezce ,  L.,  and  others,  read  ' is^oeoXv^a,  observes: 
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“  None  of  the  evangelists,  except  Luke,  use  the  form  'iggov 
“  eaXr,^  i  the  only  passage  which  may  be  opposed  to  this 
“  assertion  is  in  Matt,  xxiii.  37,  but  this  depends  on  the  text 
“  of  Luke,  xiii.  34. — Ex  evangelistis  nemo  nisi  Luca  usus  est 
“  forma  '  U^ovoaXrifL :  unus,  quern  for tasse  mild  opposueris,  locus 
“  Matt,  xxiii.  37,  pendet  ipse  a  Lucas  textu ,  xiii.  34.”  The 
reason  of  this  variation  of  the  name,  is  plain ;  namely,  that 
the  former  is  an  interpolation  from  the  latter  Gospel ;  and 
that  the  interpolator  was  not  so  circumspect  a  critic  as  to 
think  of  adapting  the  name  UgwoaXr,/!.  to  the  orthography 
{I £(>000X0 fia)  invariably  found  in  the  Greek  of  St.  Matthew’s 
Gospel ;  and  has  thus  left  an  unequivocal  testimony  of  his 
philoponism.  (See  Annot.  to  Luke,  xiii.  35  ) 


CHAPTER  XXIV. 

Ver.  3.  end  of  the  world.]  ouvreXt/ a  to y  atuvos.  Much 
manoeuvring  of  exposition  has  been  exercised,  to  fix  on  this 
sentence  an  interpretation  most  consonant  to  the  preconceived 
notions  of  the  several  expositors.  If  we  would  be  contented 
with  simply  knowing  what  our  Lord  understood  by  owrtXua. 
tov  aiuvcs,  when  he  received  the  question,  we  may  be  fully 
satisfied  by  referring  to  his  own  previous  use  of  those  words 
in  c.  xiii.  39,  40. 

Ver.  5.  Many  will  come  in  my  name.]  We  have  here  to 
remark  a  signal  example  of  the  4  vis  inertia /  alleged  in  the 
Preface  (p.  79).  In  no  instance  produced,  or  producible, 
can  the  words  tXOeiv  ru>,  or  tv,  or  tm  rw  ovo/luti ,  be  shewn  to 
have  signified,  to  personate ,  or  counterfeit  the  person  of 
another ;  and  yet,  from  the  earliest  interpretations  of  the 
Gospel  to  the  latest,  they  have  been  so  expounded.  In  the 
only  passage  that  Wetstein  cites  from  a  classical  Greek 
Writer  (Lucian,  Revivisc.  15),  yoijTag  avboa.g  t<zt  toj  r,/j,ertg cli  ovo- 
fian  rroXXa  xou  fLiaga  ‘Zga.TTovrue  — 1  impostors,  who  do  many 
‘  flagitious  things  in  our  name ,*  tm  rw  ovo^uti  does  not  mean, 
that  they  counterfeited  the  persons ,  but,  that  they  falsely 
alleged  the  authority.  “  To  come  in  one's  name,"  says 
Campbell,  “  signifies,  with  us,  properly,  to  come  by  one’s 
“  authority  or  order,  real  or  pretended This  is  precisely 
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what  it  does  signify  here;  (see  Matt.  vii.  22;  Mark,  x. 
37,  38;  xiii.  10;  Luke,  ix.  49;  John,  v.  42;  xiv.  13,14; 
xv.  1G;  xvi.  23,  24;  Janies,  v.  14).  Yet,  the  learned  ex¬ 
positor,  hurried  on  by  the  traditional  impulse,  proceeds  to 
say  :  “  This  is  far  from  being  the  sense  of  the  phrase  in  the 
“  passage  under  review.  Here  it  plainly  signifies,  that  many 
“  would  usurp  his  title,  make  pretensions  to  his  office  and 
“  character,  and  thereby  lead  their  followers  into  the  most 
“  fatal  delusion.”  Dr.  Bloomfield  interprets,  “  assuming 
“  the  name  and  character  of  Messiah.”  But,  when  St.John 
said  to  our  Lord,  “  We  saw  one  casting  out  devils  in  thy 
“  name”  he  did  not  mean  to  say,  that  the  man  personated 
our  Lord.  And  so,  when  our  Lord  said  (Matt.  vii.  22), 
“  Many  will  say  to  me  in  that  day,  Lord,  have  we  not  pro- 
“  phesied  in  thy  name,”  &c.,  he  described  the  very  same 
persons  whom  he  here  intends.  He  did  not  mean,  that  those 
had  counterfeited  his  person,  *  usurped  his  title,’  or,  ‘  assumed 

*  his  name  and  character ;  but,  that  they  had  fraudulently 
alleged  his  order  and  authority  for  what  they  taught ;  which 
fraudulence  was  their  means  of  deceiving.  Inexperience  of 
such  characters  in  the  first  age  of  the  Gospel,  and  a  dulness 
to  apprehend  how  persons  professing  belief  in  Christ,  and 
teaching  ‘  in  his  name ,’  could  deceive  his  disciples,  caused 
the  forced  interpretation  to  be  resorted  to,  which  has  been 
transmitted,  and  has  continued  unquestioned,  to  the  present 
day.  The  common  error,  also,  of  attempting  to  expound  the 
prediction  before  the  facts  which  it  designs  have  occurred, 
corroborated  the  false  interpretation;  for,  prophecy  is  only 
expounded  to  man  by  its  fulfilment.  They  searched,  there¬ 
fore,  for  the  croXXo/,  1  many,’  before  they  could  be  found.  And, 
what  did  they  think  they  had  found?  —  hfiuiv  v.ut  Mevavdgog  oi 
Sapaoirai ,  xa>  kreooi  —  *•'  Simon  and  Menander,  Samaritans 
“  (says  Euthymius,  as  late  as  the  12th  century),  and  others.” 
Others,  again,  have  suggested,  “  Dositheus,  and  Theudas, 
“  and  Barchochebas,  and  many  other  impostors  mentioned 
“by  Josephus,  B.  J.  i.  2.”  Campbell  abstains  from  any 
specification.  These,  we  are  told,  were  the  first 

*  the  many  deceivers  ;’  but,  of  the  second  rroXXoi,  the  1  many 
4  deceived  by  them,’  they  have  produced  none.  And,  were 
these  the  ‘  deceivers’  against  which  our  Lord  so  solemnly 
warned  his  apostles,  in  the  opening  of  his  reply  to  their 
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important  questions?  Were  these  the  persons  who  were  to 
influence  and  estrange  the  faith  of  those  who  had  already  be¬ 
lieved  in  Christ  ?  Assuredly  not;  but  those  ‘  deceivers*  shortly 
appeared.  The  Xgyovre$  on  eyu  6  Xgitfrog  of  the  Hellenistic 
Greek,  in  this  place,  signifies,  \eyovre$  or  6fio\oyouvre$  fie  etm / 
rov  Xoictov,  *  confessing  Me  to  be  the  Christ  *  These  were  the 
host  of  heresiarchs  which  presently  swarmed  in  His  church, 
to  corrupt  the  faith,  and  ‘  deceive '  the  simplicity  of  His  dis¬ 
ciples.  These  were  the  croXXo/,  ‘  many,’  who  deceived ;  and 
we  know  the  coXXo;,  ‘  many,’  who  were  deceived  by  them. 
The  former,  were  they  who  “ preached  Christ ,  insincerely 
or,  asTertullian  renders  these  words,  “  ex  simultate  Christum 
{i  pnrdicarent”  ( adv .  Marc.  lib.  v.  c.  20).  Against  these  it 
was,  therefore,  that  our  Lord  gave  warning  in  this  passage; 
aDd  St.  Paul  and  St.  John  were  diligent  in  repeating  and 
enforcing  that  warning,  throughout  their  respective  epistles. 
Such  were  the  u grievous  wolves against  which  the  former 
warned  the  church  of  Ephesus  (Acts,  xx.  29,  30),  and  such 
the  “  antichrists ,”  against  which  the  latter  warned  the  uni¬ 
versal  church  (1  Ep.  ii.  18,  19);  who,  he  says,  “  went  out 
“  from  us,  but  were  not  of  us.”  See  also,  2  John,  7. 

Ib.  saying,  that  I  am]  Xeyovreg,  eyu  eifu — or,  as  in  Mark, 
Xfyovres,  on  eyu  e//xv.  The  presence  or  absence  of  on  does 
not  affect  the  sense.  Now,  when  our  Lord  replied  to  the 
council,  Luke,  xxii.,  0/xc/j  Xs yin,  on  eyu  tifit,  it  is  plain  that 
he  did  not  mean,  that  they  usurped,  or  applied  to  themselves, 
his  title,  name,  or  character;  or,  when  he  said  to  Pilate,  <tu 
Xeyei;  on  (3(c<u\ev<;  g i>u,  John,  xviii.,  he  did  not  mean  to  say, 
that  Pilate  declared  himself  to  be  a  king.  And  so,  as  has 
been  shewn  in  the  preceding  note,  when  he  said  Xeyovrtg  eyu 
tipi,  or  bn  eyu  upt,  he  did  not  mean  a  counterfeiting  of  his 
person  or  office. 

Ver.  16.  Flee  to  the  borders.]  See  Annot.  to  Luke,  xxi.  21 . 

Ver.  29.  Sun  will  be  darkened  —  the  stars  will  fall  from 
heaven.]  This  last  figurative  concomitant  of  the  darkness 
predicted  by  our  Lord,  is  explained  by  the  congenial  figure 
in  Rev.  c.  i.  and  ii.,  where  the  lamps  or  lights  of  the  Asiatic 
churches  are  figuratively  represented  as  ‘  stars;  the  threatened 
*  removal  of  which  lights  ’  will,  consequently,  answer  to  the 
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1 falling  of  those  stars /  In  the  passage  of  the  Revelations, 
the  prediction  was  confined  to  the  seven  churches  of  Asia ;  in 
this  place  of  St.  Matthew,  it  was  unlimited,  and  made  general 
to  the  universal  church.  For,  the  light  in  Asia  was  not 
confined  to  the  seven  churches  of  the  Apocalypse :  as  late  as 
“  the  sixth  century,”  says  Gibbon,  “  Christianity  was  sue- 
“  cessfully  preached  to  the  Bactrians,  the  Huns,  the  Per- 
“  sians,  the  Indians,  the  Persarmenians,  the  Medes,  and  the 
“  Elamites:  the  barbaric  churches,  from  the  gulf  of  Persia 
“  to  the  Caspian  sea,  were  almost  infinite;  and  their  recent 
“  faith  was  conspicuous  in  the  number  and  sanctity  of  their 
“  monks  and  martyrs.  The  Pepper  Coast  of  Malabar,  and 
“  the  Isles  of  the  Ocean,  Socotora  and  Ceylon,  were  peopled 
“  with  an  increasing  number  of  Christians;  and  the  bishops 
“  and  clergy  of  those  sequestered  regions,  derived  their 
“  ordination  from  the  Catholic  of  Babylon.” — (Hist.  Rom. 
Emp.  c.  47.  4to.  vol.  iv.  pp.  506,  7:  —  1  Pet.  v.  11.)  This 
statement,  is  made  from  the  ocular  testimony  of  a  learned 
priest  who  preached  at  that  time  in  those  countries;  viz. 
Cosmas,  surnamed  Indico-pleustes ,  or  the  Indian-navigatorf 
(to  distinguish  him  from  his  junior  namesake  of  the  eighth 
century,  Cosmas,  the  poetical  Bishop  of  Jerusalem).  And 
it  is,  therefore,  very  advisable,  that  the  zealous  and  sanguine 
aspirants  to  extend  the  Gospel  into  those  eastern  regions 
should  keep  in  mind,  that  they  are  not  working  to  dispense 
its  light  for  the  first  time  to  those  countries,  but  are  striving 
to  light  anew  the  ‘  lamps  or  stars'  which,  in  the  mysterious 
course  of  the  Gospel  dispensation,  have  been  removed  from 
them ,  in  common  with  the  *  seven  churches'  of  the  Lesser 
Asia :  in  order  to  mitigate  any  disappointment  which  they 
may  experience,  from  the  failure  of  their  pious  labours. 
Such  general  darkness  as  our  Lord  foreshewed,  we  know, 
actually  overcame  and  invested  the  whole  Christian  world, 
both  East  and  West,  during  a  lapse  of  no  less  than  a 
thousand  years  (from  the  sixth  to  the  sixteenth  century) : 
an  incomprehensible  and  mysterious  ordinance  in  our  Lord’s 
dispensation,  well  deserving  his  prophetic  notice  and  warning 
to  his  church. 

Ver.  30.  The  sign  of  the  Son  of  Man  in  heaven.]  A  sign, 
and  the  thing  fore-tokened  by  the  sign,  are  different  and 
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distinct.  Thus,  the  three  days  and  nights  of  Jonah's  con¬ 
finement  in  the  whale,  was  the  ‘  sign’  of  our  Lord’s  future 
confinement,  for  the  same  measure  of  time,  in  the  sepulchre ; 
but,  an  interval  of  many  centuries  was  to  intervene,  between 
that  sign  and  the  event  which  it  betokened.  The  mysterious 
termination  of  those  fore-mentioned  thousand  years  of  general 
darkness,  in  one  portion  of  the  earth,  by  the  sudden  influx 
of  the  light  of  reformation ,  leaving  the  rest  in  its  judicial 
obscurity,  (a  period  marked  in  the  former  by  the  amazing 
coincidences,  of  the  dispersion  of  the  Greek  Gospels  in  the 
West,  the  diffusion  of  the  language  in  which  they  were 
written,  and  the  invention  of  printing,  for  their  more  rapid 
dissemination)  became  a  sign,  and  a  pledge  to  the  church, 
of  our  Lord’s  eventual,  though  protracted,  fulfilment  of  his 
assurance  before  the  high -priest,  that  44  all  will  see  him 
44  sitting  on  the  right  hand  of  power,  and  coming  in  the 
44  clouds  of  heaven.”  Three  hundred  years  have  now  elapsed, 
since  44  these  things  began  to  come  to  pass affording  to  the 
church  a  sure  guarantee  that  “  its  redemption  draiceth  nigh;” 
for,  we  are  certified  (ver.  22)  that  the  days  of  this  last  period 
of  this  last  of  God’s  dispensations,  44  will  be  shortened ,  for  the 
“  sake  of  those  whom  He  hath  chosen.” 

Ver.  31.  The  tribes  of  the  earth  wail.]  a/  $v\ai  rrjg  yr,g. 
The  force  of  this  passage  is  not  in  the  clause  44  all  the  tribes 
but  in  the  particular  restriction  of  that  clause, 44  of  the  earth.” 
For,  why  should  those  wail  at  these  tokens,  who  are  enjoined 
to  44  lift  up  their  heads ”  when  they  shall  appear,  as  tokens 
that  44  their  redemption  draiceth  nigh?”' — 44  votum  Chrislian- 
44  orum,  confusio  nation um  —  the  object  of  the  confusion  of 
44  the  nations,  is  the  object  of  the  aspiration  of  Christians.” — 
(Tertull.  de  Orat.  c.  5.)  The  44  tribes  of  the  earth  f  here 
signifies  what  the  Psalmist  expresses  by  the  44  man  of  the 
44  earth ”  (Ps.  x.  18) ;  and  our  Lord,  by  44  the  children  of  this 
44  world  ”  and  the  prophetic  spirit  of  the  Apocalypse,  by 
44  the  inhabiters  of  the  earth  —  the  men  which  have  not  the 
44  seal  of  God,  but  have  the  mark  of  the  beast,  on  their  fore- 
44  heads;”  these,  we  are  told,  will  44  call  on  the  mountains  to 
44  fall  on  them ,  and  hide  them  from  the  face  of  Him  who 
44  sitteth  on  the  throne,  and  from  the  wrath  of  the  Lamb 
and  well  may  all  such  44  wail ”  when  41  they  shall  see  the  Son 
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“  of  Man  coming,”  &c. ;  but,  assuredly,  not  those  who  “  look 
“  to  Him  for  salvation This,  and  other  equally  perspicuous 
notices  afforded  to  the  Christian  prospect,  have  been  per¬ 
versely  obscured  by  a  contracted  and  purblind  scheme  of 
interpretation ;  limiting  the  most  comprehensive  and  con¬ 
clusive  predictions  to  temporal  objects,  as  if  there  existed  a 
morbid  reluctancy  to  see  as  far  as  revelation  has  vouchsafed 
to  lay  open  to  our  view. 

Ver.  37.  neither  can  know .]  See  Annotation  to  Mark, 
xv.  32. 


CHAPTER  XXVI. 

Ver.  8.  they  had  indignation.]  The  plural  for  the  sin¬ 
gular;  see  Annotation  to  Matt.  ii.  20,  and  John,  xii.  4. 

Ver.  6  to  16,  inclusive,  form  a  parenthetical  relation  of 
an  incident  that  had  occurred  a  few  days  before ;  which  is 
introduced  here  by  the  historian  to  explain  the  cause  of  the 
act  of  perfidy  which  he  is  about  to  relate.  (John,  xii.  1-8.) 
The  same  parenthesis  recurs  in  Mark,  xvi.  3-11.  The 
oversight  of  this  circumstance  in  the  evangelists’  arrange¬ 
ment,  has  given  occasion  to  a  tedious  attempt  to  reconcile, 
where  there  is  no  opposition,  in  Michaelis’s  Introd.  vol.  iii. 
p.  22,  and  Marsh’s  Note  on  that  place,  p.  21. 

Ver.  17.  On  tlie^/irstf  {day)  of  unleavened  bread.']  rt j 
ruv  a£u/j,uvx  —  So  read  all  the  MSS. :  so  also  St.  Mark,  in  his 
corresponding  chapter,  xvi.  12,  r? j  wegu  ruv  a 

So  the  Latin,  in  both  places,  1  prima  die — priino  die — Azy- 
morum .’  Accordingly  Wiclif,  in  both  places,  rendered,  “  the 
“  first  day  of  therf  looves  {unleavened  loaves).”  In  the  passage 
of  Mark,  our  revisers  also  have  correctly  rendered,  “  the  first 
“  day  of  unleavened  bread but,  in  the  passage  of  Matthew, 
they  have  inserted  in  italics,  “  the  first  day  of  the  feast  of 
“  unleavened  bread  which  is  altogether  erroneous,  for  “  the 
“  feast  of  unleavened  bread”  was  held  on  the  day  following 
the  first  day  of  unleavened  bread  or  day  of  the  Passover , 
strictly  so  called.  (Lev.  xxiii.  5,  6.)  Both  Mark  and  Luke 
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describe  this  latter  day  plainly  :  “  When  they  killed  the  Pass- 
“  over ” — 44  When  the  Passover  must  he  killed."  I  find  no 
authority  for  the  insertion  of  the  word  44  the  feast"  which 
gratuitously  introduces  contradiction  and  confusion. 

Ver.  26.  Take,  eat,  this  is  my  body. ]  See  Annot.  to 
Heb.  xiii.  11. 

Ver.  29.  I  will  not  drink:']  in  Luke,  xxii.  17,  1  divide  it 
‘  among  yourselves ,  for  I  will  not  drink*  Our  Lord’s  total 
abstinence  from  this  last  meal,  that  no  strength  which  he 
should  display  might  be  attributable  to  its  support,  well 
demands  the  reflection  of  his  disciples. 

Ver.  45.  Sleep  afterwards.]  Our  version  strangely  retains 
Wiclif’s  f  Slepe  ye  nowe  and  reste  ye — rise  ye,  go  we;’ 
which,  though  a  correct  rendering  of  the  Latin,  ‘  dormite 
1  jam,  et  requiescite — surgite,  eamus/  is  in  contradiction  to 
itself,  and  in  discordance  with  the  Greek :  Xotnov,  does  not 
mean  ( jam,  now,'  but,  *  what  remains,  or,  is  left  We  are 
here  to  understand,  ‘  in  posterum — afterwards as  In  Thucy¬ 
dides,  lib.  i.  c.  31  and  56,  cited  by  Hoogeveen  (Viger.  p.  22) ; 
specifically,  ro  Xoirrov  r^aega?,  as  cited  by  the  9ame  annotator 
from  Xenophon,  p.  626  ( Leuncli .),  *  the  remainder  of  the  day.’ 
The  word  here  purports,  “  When  all  is  over,  then  sleep  ye; 
“  but  now,  let  us  rise  and  advance.”  (See  Pref.  pp.  7,  8.) 

Ver.  46.  Let  us  go  forward.]  ay  ufitv — let  us  1  advance 
This  is  explained  in  St.  John,  xviii.  4.  “Jesus  went  forth, 
“  and  said  to  them,  Whom  seek  ye?”  Our  common  render¬ 
ing,  44  let  us  he  going  ;  behold  he  is  at  hand  that  doth  betray 
44  me,”  rather  conveys  the  idea,  of  our  Lord  endeavouring 
to  withdraw  himself  from  the  traitor. 

Ver.  53.  now  send  me]  “  agn,  ponitur  post  /xo/  in  Vat.  1209, 
“  Phil.  Syr.” — (Birch.) 

Ver.  64.  I  tell  you  all.]  It  is  necessary  to  supply  44  all ” 
in  the  translation,  to  distinguish  what  our  Lord  said  to  the 
high  priest,  individually ,  from  what  he  spoke  to  his  auditory, 
collectively;  2T  uvac*  rrXr,v  Xeyw  TMIN :  which  distinction 
might  escape  the  English  reader’s  attention,  from  our  cus¬ 
tomarily  addressing  the  plural  you,  to  an  individual  person. 
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Ver.  68.  tell  us]  Ggopirtvtov:  though  the  Latin  rendered 
“ prophetizci  nobis,”  Wiclif  translated,  “  arede  to  us,  who  is 
“  he  that  smote  thee?”  {arede,  tell,  declare . —  Gloss.)  The 
word  prophesy ,  in  the  vocabulary  of  the  early  Christian 
church,  possessed  the  sense  of  its  etymology,  vrgo  and  $t\iu,  to 
*  speak  forth'  declare.  The  substitution  of  the  equivocal  word 
prophesy ,  by  his  revisers,  was,  therefore,  not  an  improvement 
of  Wiclif  s  version,  in  this  place. 


CHAPTER  XXVII. 

Ver.  5.  and  hanged  himself. See  Acts,  i.  18,  and  Annota¬ 
tion.  It  may  here  be  noted,  that  the  Emperor  Constantine 
the  Great  suppressed  the  Roman  punishment  of  the  Cross, 
through  reverence  to  the  Saviour ;  and  substituted  the  punish¬ 
ment  of  hanging.  (Pitisci  Lei.  Antiq.  Rom.) 

Ver.  9.  And  I  took ]  eXa/3ov.  This  word,  having  the  form 
both  of  the  1st  person  singular  and  3d  pers.  plural,  the  Latin 
translator  unskilfully  rendered  it  by  the  latter,  ‘  acceperunt.' 
Wiclif  accordingly  rendered,  *  thei  ban  taken.’  His  revisers 
have  only  modernised  his  English,  ‘  they  took.’  Here  again 
is  an  example  of  traditional  inertia .  The  passage  is  a  citation 
from  the  Septuagint  version  of  Zecbariah,  xi.  13,  tXafiov  rov$ 
rgictxovroc  agyugoug.  As  that  version  was  made  from  the  Hebrew, 
it  would  have  been  reasonable  and  regular  to  consult  the 
Hebrew,  in  order  to  fix  the  proper  person  of  eXafiov ;  and,  if 
a  reference  had  been  made  to  our  English  version  of  that 
prophet,  it  would  have  been  found  rendered,  4  and  I  took 
4  the  thirty  pieces  of  silver which  must  have  determined 
the  translation  in  Matthew.  That  those  who  first  interpreted 
eXafiov  as  a  3d  pers.  plural  should  have  assumed  eduxa,  that 
followed,  to  be  eSaicu,  an  abbreviation  of  eduxa v,  was  natural ; 
and  thus,  that  last  plural  form  became  introduced  into  the 
text. 

Ver.  17.  release  to  you  ?  Barabbas — ]  acroXuau  vij.iv  ; 
Baga.  (3 j3av — This  clause  has  engendered  a  monstrum  of  biblical 
criticism,  worthy  of  the  age  in  which  it  originated,  but 
most  unworthy  of  the  age  to  which  it  has  extended.  “  No 


Ciiai*.  XXVII. 


MATTHEW. 


175 


“  doubt  can  be  made”  says  Michael  is  (Introd.  vol.  i.  p.  316), 
“  that  the  original  reading,  Matt,  xxvii.  16,  17,  was  i*j<rouv 
“  Ba.ga(3,3av — Jesus  13 ar abbas.  Origen  expressly  declares  it; 
“  and  ir/ffouv  is  found  in  the  Armenian ,  and  in  a  Syrian  trans- 
“  lation  which  Adler  discovered  in  Rome.”  i(  This  (last) 
lt  remarkable  and  important  MS./’  observes  Bp.  Marsh  (ib. 
p.  516),  “  contains  what  critics  call  at  present  the  *  Versio 
11  Hicrosolymitana .’  Besides  this  and  the  Armenian  version, 
“  which  our  author  quotes  for  the  reading,  Iritow  Uaga/3/3av, 
“  Griesbach  found  it  in  the  Cod.  Reuchlini ,  and  the  Cod. 
“  Marslny  24,  in  the  Bodleian  Library.  Professor  Birch 
“  likewise  discovered  it  in  a  Vatican  MS.  written  in  949,  with 
“  uncial  letters,  and  noted  in  the  Vatican  Library,  No.  354, 
“  in  which  is  a  marginal  note  to  Matt,  xxvii.  16,  written  by 
“  Annstasius,1  bishop  of  Antioch,  who  relates,  that  in  the 
“  most  ancient  MSS.  the  passage  was  as  follows:  t iva.  3eXere 
“  aero  rm  dvuv  aeroXvaw  6/x/v,  IN  rov  Bagafifiav .” 

But,  it  is  quite  certain,  that  Anastasius  could  not,  in  the 
fifth  century ,  have  seen  the  passage  exhibited  as  it  is  artfully 
presented  here,  for  effect:  he  could  only  have  seen  it  thus, 


TINX©exeTeXTTOTCONA.YLUN 
XTTOX YCCJJ YM I N I  NTONBX  fXBEXN 


Now,  Michaelis  has  cautioned,  that  “  transcribers  might  as 
“  easily  fall  into  the  mistake  of  repeating  a  letter,  syllable ,  or 
“  word,  as  into  that  of  omitting  it.” — ( Introd .  vol.  i.  p.  275. 
See  above,  Pref.  p.  62,  3.)  Had  Anastasius,  therefore,  been 
exercised  to  the  wakeful  criticism  to  which  our  experience 
has  advanced  us  in  the  present  age,  he  would  have  perceived, 
without  surprise,  an  ordinary  transcriptural  repetition ,  v/liw 
for  jfuv.  We  have  already  seen,  in  the  Vatican  MS.,  examples 
of  similar  repetitions  pointed  out  by  Hug,  which  he  designates 
‘  bis  scripta.’  ( above ,  p.  99.)  In  John,  xv.  11,  we  find  one 
peculiarly  applicable  to  the  case  before  us.  The  Vat.,  I3ezat 
Alex.y  with  other  MSS.  and  ancient  versions,  read  in  that 
place,  Iva  7}  ^aoa  rj  £/xr,  tv  v/j,iv  7j  — 4  that  my  joy  may  be  in  you 
whereas,  the  junior  and  received  texts  read,  tv  v tuv  >msivti  — 


1  The  note  given  bv  Birch  does  not  say,  that  it  was  written  by  Anastasius; 
but,  “  that  Anastasius,  meeting  with  some  very  old  copies,  vraXaiin  -rttw  avrt- 
“  ygaipoif  tvrv^uv,  found  Borabbas  himself,  also,  called  Jesus.” 
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i  may  remain  in  you  a  variation,  evidently  resulting  from  a 
repetition,  >/MINMINH — vpivpiv  y  ;  as  the  import  of  our 
Lord’s  discourse  confirms. 

Origen  does  not  expressly  declare ,  that  the  original  read¬ 
ing  was  lr,<fow  Bag. :  his  Greek  work  is  lost ;  and  the  Latin 
translation  by  Rufinus,  in  the  following  century  (from  which 
Michaelis  quoted),  only  says,  “  in  multis  exemplaribus  non 
“  continetur,  quod  Barabbas  etiam  Jesus  dicebatur.”  “  The 
u  reading,  Jesiis,'*  says  Michaelis,  “  is  probable  in  itself \  for 
“  Jesus  was  at  that  time  a  very  common  name  among  the 
“  Jews.”  The  argument  of  probability ,  is  of  no  more  weight 
in  this  question,  than  Origen’s  counter-argument  of  improba¬ 
bility  ,  which  Michaelis  justly  repels:  it  is  a  question  of  fact 
only,  as  to  the  reading  of  the  text ;  and,  as  the  ascription 
of  the  name  Jesus  to  Barabbas  arose  wholly  and  exclusively 
from  this  transcriptural  error  in  an  ancient  uncial  text  of 
Matthew,  and  pretends  not  to  allege  support  from  any  other 
quarter,  we  plainly  see  what  a  phantom  of  biblical  criticism 
it  has  existed,  from  Origen  to  our  own  times. 

Ver.  50.]  aXkog  de  Xafiuv  Xoy^Tjy,  evugev  cturou  rqv  crX«ugav, 
xcu  t%7}\0ev  udwg  v.0.1  alpa.  The  restoration  of  this  verse  to 
its  due  place  in  the  Gospel,  is  the  most  important  circum¬ 
stance  of  this  Revision ;  we  shall  therefore  examine,  with 
particular  attention,  the  grounds  on  which  it  is  so  restored. 
It  stands,  in  this  place,  in  the  two  most  ancient  MSS.  that 
survive, — the  Vatican  and  Ephrem.  It  so  stood  in  the 
copies  “  of  Diodorus,  Tatian,  and  various  other  holy  fathers” 
—  A/oSougov,  Turiavojf  >.ai  aXXwv  5/ apogwv  ctyiuiv  Kctreguv.  ( Schol . 
Cod.  72.)  It  was  received  as,  and  understood  to  be,  the 
true  original  text,  by  the  great  Chrysostom,  whom  the 
learned  Isaac  Barrow  calls,  the  Prince  of  Interpreters .  It 
is  contained  in  the  ancient  Jerusalem- Syriac  and  Ethiopic 
versions ;  in  some  of  the  most  ancient  Latin  versions  ;  be¬ 
sides  one  uncial  and  five  other  Greek  MSS.  (L.  5.  48.  67. 
115.  127.  ofWetstein).  The  great  historical  fact  preserved 
in  this  passage  is,  that  our  Lord  received  the  wound  of  the 
spear  previously  to  his  death;  and  not  his  body  only,  after 
his  spirit  had  relinquished  it.  Chrysostom  thus  expatiates 
on  that  awful  transaction :  “  Observe,  in  that  very  act,  their 
“  wanton  ness,  and  lawlessness,  and  madness  :  they  thought  it 
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“  was  Elijah  that  was  called,  and  immediately  they  offered 
“  him  vinegar :  L  but  another ,  going  to  him ,  pierced  his 
“  side  with  a  spear'  What  could  be  more  enormous  than 
“  this  ?  what  more  brutal  ?  who  carried  their  fury  to  such  a 
“  height,  as  if  they  were  insulting  a  dead  body!  But,  take 
“  notice  with  me,  how  their  lawlessness  was  employed  for 
“  our  salvation  :  For,  after  the  wound  was  inflictedy  the 
u  fountains  of  our  salvation  sprang  forth  from  them :  ‘  and 
“  ‘  Jesus,  crying  with  a  loud  voice,  expired.’”1  Here, 
Chrysostom  quotes  and  comments  on  the  very  reading  of 
the  Vatican  and  Ephrem  MSS.,  testifying  to  its  correctness ; 
and  thus  it  is  shewn,  that  as  our  Lord  submitted  to  grow 
in  the  womb  by  the  ordinary  laws  of  accretion,  and  to  be 
sustained  in  the  flesh  by  the  ordinary  laws  of  nutrition, 
so,  also,  he  submitted  to  be  dissolved  from  that  flesh  by  an 
ordinary  law  of  dissolution,  directed  by  the  eternal  counsels 
of  his  Almighty  Father.  That  he  was  so  dissolved,  and  by 
a  cause  which  induced  death  sooner  Ilian  was  usual  with 
sufferers  on  a  cross,  is  manifest  from  Pilate’s  surprise  at 
learning,  that  “  he  was  already  dead ”  while  the  other  suf¬ 
ferers  were  still  living.  To  suppose  that  he  availed  himself 
of  his  omnipotence  to  abridge  the  term  of  his  sufferings, 
and  to  relieve  himself  earlier  from  the  penalty  of  death  to 
which  he  had  voluntarily  submitted,  and  to  which  he  so 
often  declared  that  he  would  submit,  would  be  a  supposition 
of  the  most  flagrant  impiety.  If,  then,  this  verse  contains 
the  true  record  of  the  evangelist,  how  has  it  been  so  long 
expunged  from  his  history,  and  become  unknown  to  the 
great  body  of  Christians  for  more  than  a  thousand  years? 
The  undue  influence  of  a  false  criticism  of  Origen,  operated 


1  AAA*  oqa  xai  tyrivfii *  t >jv  aaiXyuay,  mu  Tt}*  axeXaffiay  aurwv,  xai  rr*  ayoiav. 
C.*6[uacri  H  Xiay  tiyai,  (pnffi,  roy  xttXovfttyoy,  kcu  tvlius  t  Tor  iff  cu  aoroy  e  ngos  J* 

T^offlXSuy,  Xoy%n  avroo  TXlvgay  nvoi^iy  (  71072  pauci  T/  ytvoir  ay  roureny 

TagavofLtvrifJoy,  n  5e  Sjj givdicmgev :  o!  roffovrov  rr,y  tavrojy  ftayiay  i^travav,  cLs  mu 

ns  rtzgov  ffuf£a  XoiToy  tifigi^evris.  5e  ft  a  ffxoTU,  to>s  rats  Ta^ayofuats  aoruy  us 
vftin^av  itt^firai  ffaritgiay’  (ttra  yag  riiv  TXayr)yt  al  Tr,yai  r»t  ffurr/^ia-s  bftuy  iKtiPiv 
aitfiXt/ffay.  *0  Si  Itjffous  x.%a\as  1 puyri  ftiyaXy,  a^fixi  ro  Tvivfta.  —  ClinVSOST. 
tom.  viii.  p.  025.  fol. — Horn,  in  Matlh.  xkv».  49.  The  different  readings, 
trugi,  pierced ,  and  uvmgi,  opened ,  appear  to  have  resulted  rather  from  a  con¬ 
fusion  of  the  vowels,  than  from  the  intentional  employment  of  a  different  word  ; 
the  i  and  r,  the  v  and  01,  being  frequently  so  confounded  in  the  MSS.  Tho 
old  Latin  versions  have  both  readings  —  ^  pupugit  el  uperuit.' 
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to  expel  it  from  the  early  Greek  church,  and  papal  authority, 
combining  with  its  errors,  in  the  fourteenth  century  anathe¬ 
matised  it  in  the  Latin  church;  and,  the  first  age  of  the 
Reformation  did  not  acquire  the  strength  requisite  for  re¬ 
storing  it.  The  undue,  no  less  than  the  due,  influence  that 
Origen’s  critical  expositions  have  exercised  on  many  of  the 
Greek  texts,  is  well  known.  His  decision,  on  the  immediate 
cause  of  our  Lord’s  dissolution,  is  expressed  in  the  following 
futile  and  fallacious  judgment:  44  If  he  had  died,  as  the 
“  thieves  (who  were  crucified  with  him),  from  the  soldiers 
“  breaking  the  legs  of  the  sufferers,  we  could  not  say,  that 
“  4  he  had  laid  down  his  life  of  himself,  but,  that  be  had 
“  died  in  some  way  common  to  all  who  die ;  but  now, 
u  when  Jesus  had  cried  with  a  loud  voice,  *  he  yielded  up 
“  £  his  breath." ’ 1  From  thence,  Origen  proceeds  unwar¬ 
rantably  to  identify  the  phrase  of  Scripture,  rihvcu  ap’ 

taurov  — 4  to  lay  down  his  life  of  himself,'  with  a  phrase  of  his 
own  invention,  on  tic,  (3ou\trai  xa raXeimiv  to  cuifia — *  to  leave 
1  the  body  when  one  will*  But,  the  import  of  the  two 
phrases  are  totally  different.  Our  Lord  supposes  even  a  man 
to  be  capable  of  4  laying  down  his  life  ap*  kavrov —  of  himself 
or  of  his  own  accord ,’  for  his  friends  ;  yet  he  certainly  did  not 
suppose  him  capable  of  1  leaving  his  body  when  he  willed.’ 
Origen  further  most  fallaciously  combines  St.  Matthew’s 
words,  u<p7\M  to  crvau/xa  —  *  yielded  up  his  breath ,  or  expired * 
with  St.  John’s  words,  ap’  iavrov  — 1  of  himself,  in  order  to 
force  a  support  for  his  first  false  argument ;  a  combination, 
which  has  no  example  in  the  Scriptures.  Origen’s  argument 
shews,  that  he  was  opposing  an  existing  belief ,  “  that  our 
Lord’s  human  nature  died  a  death  conformable  to  the  laws 
of  that  nature ;  and  according  to  the  plain  predictions  of  the 
Old,  and  equally  plain  assurances  of  the  New  Scriptures.” 
To  sustain  his  fallacious  argument,  he  was  driven  to  per¬ 
vert  the  plainest  import  of  phrases ;  for,  the  phrase  aprjxe  to 
CTEu/xa  was  common,  even  in  heathen  Greece,  to  express 
simply  e%£Tveu<re,  4  he  expired  * 

1  Ei  ft.lv  ya g  vf  oi  ffi/trravga>0iyrtf  awry  Xtiarai,  tcjt  vrqttnwrwy  *arw|«»T«»  ret 
TKiXrt  ruy  ortorovioru*,  iTidvriKtt,  ovx  ay  iXtyo/tir  on  iffnxt  -rr»  'f'VXii*  f-vrov  a<§  iavrov, 
aXXa  nvi  obou  tcdv  artofonTKnruv’  vv»i  St  o  Inerovt,  xga>af  ipavp  fnyaXv,  a<p rxt  ro 

Tvtvfxa. — Origen.  tom.  iv.  p.  298.  fol. 
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This  has  been  shewn  in  Euripides,  Hecuba ,  569, 

e-Tgi  d’a£7;xe  xvtv{j.a  6avaeifi<f)  (rpc/typ. 

‘  When  she  had  expired,  by  tbe  deadly  blow.'1 

To  ‘  lay  down  one's  life,  of  oneself j*  signifies  only,  to  submit 
one’s  life,  voluntarily,  to  an  instrument,  or  cause,  producing 
death.  This  our  Lord  did,  when  he  submitted  his  body  to 
the  mortal  action  of  the  spear,  fore-tokened  in  the  prediction, 
‘  they  shall  look  on  Me  whom  they  pierced  a  prediction, 
w  hich  implies  the  conscious  presence  of  the  soul ;  not  an 
insensible  carcass,  after  the  soul  and  its  consciousness  had 
quitted  it.  Origen,  however,  by  a  very  weak  and  defective 
judgment,  thought  it  derogatory  to  our  Lord  to  believe,  that 
the  immediate  cause  of  his  ex-animation  could  have  been  the 
instrumentality  of  the  spear;  and,  to  support  this  mistaken 
piety,  he  \va9  urged  to  resort  to  the  impious  hypothesis  above 
reprobated.  Rufirius,  in  his  Latin  translation  of  the  latter 
part  of  Origen's  commentary  on  St.  Matthew  (the  Greek 
original  of  which  is  lost),  thus  gives  the  statement  of  that 
speculative  father:  “  Quoniam  majorem  suslinent  crucia- 
“  turn,  qui  non  percutiuntur  post  fixionem,  sed  vivunt  cum 
“  plurimo  cruciatu,  aliquando  autem  et  tota  nocte,  et  adhuc 
“  post  earn  tola  die;  Jesus  ergo  cum  non  fuisset  percussus, 
“  et  speraretur  diu  pendens  in  cruce  majora  pati  tormenta, 
“  oravit  Patrem,  et  exauditu9  est,  et  statim  ut  clamavit  ad 
“  Patrem,  receptus  est :  aut,  sicut  qui  potestatem  habebat 
“  ponendi  animam  suam,  posuit  earn  quando  voluit  ipse. — 
44  Since  they  who  do  not  receive  the  blow  after  being  fixed 
“  to  the  cross,  sulfer  much  more  torture ;  and  live  in  extreme 
“  agony  sometimes  through  the  night,  and  even  through  the 
“  next  day;  Jesus,  therefore,  not  having  received  the  blow, 
“  and  expecting  that  by  hanging  a  long  time  on  the  cross  he 
“  should  suffer  greater  torture ,  besought  the  Father,  and  was 
44  heard  ;  and  he  no  sooner  cried  to  the  Father,  than  he  was 
“  taken  away  :  or,  a9  he  had  the  power  of  laying  down  his 
44  life,  he  laid  it  down  when  he  would.”  Thus,  travelling  in 
his  wanton  imagination,  he  brings  himself  and  his  readers 
to  a  forh  diverging  two  ways,  where  he  is  obliged  to  leave 
them.  The  great  Chrysostom,  who  followed  Origen  at 
tbe  distance  of  two  centuries,  and  who  knew  well  all  the 
subtleties  of  that  fanciful  father,  was  uninfluenced  by  his 
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innovation  on  this  article  of  the  primitive  record ;  never¬ 
theless,  the  influence  of  Origen’s  name  finally  operated  to 
exclude  this  clause  of  St.  Matthew  from  the  Greek  Gos¬ 
pels.  It  remained,  however,  in  many  of  the  old  Latin 
translations,  as  is  shewn  by  Sabatier:  “  alius  autem,  accepta 
“  lancea ,  pupugit  et  aperuit  latus  ejus ;  et  exivit  sanguis 
“  et  aqua.”  But,  in  the  fourteenth  century,  the  passage 
was  formally  condemned  by  the  popes,  Clement  V.  and  his 
successor,  John  XXL ;  and  it  thus  became  excluded  from 
the  authorised  version  of  the  Romish  church.  One  artifice 
resorted  to,  to  confirm  its  condemnation,  ought  not  to  be 
omitted ;  as  it  shews  how  strongly  the  evidence  of  its  genu¬ 
ineness  must  have  been  felt  by  the  authorities  which  desired 
to  expunge  it.  Assiman  relates,  in  his  ‘  liiblioth .  Orient. 
tom.  ii.  p.  69,  on  the  alleged  authority  of  a  monastic  writer 
of  the  fifth  century,  put  forward  by  Surius,  a  Jesuit  of  the 
16th  century,  that  the  tomb  of  St.  Barnabas,  in  Cyprus,  had 
been  opened,  out  of  which  was  taken  a  copy  of  St.  Matthew’s 
Gospel,  fairly  written  by  the  hand  of  St.  Barnabas  himself; 
in  which  copy  the  verse  in  question  was  not  found  to  exist. 
This,  therefore,  became  ecclesiastical  demonstration  in  those 
ages.  To  that  autograph  of  Barnabas  we  may  confidently 
apply  the  observation  of  Scholz  on  a  pretended  autograph  of 
St.  John  the  evangelist :  “  sequo  et  pari  jure  rejicitur,  quo 
“  narratioues  de  autographo  S.  Marci  Venetiis,  asservato  ;  de 
“  autographo  S.  Mattheei  vel  Laodiceee,  vel  ut  alii  referunt, 
“  in  insula  Cypro  servato  ;  de  autographo  Joannis  vel  apud 
“  Florentines,  vel  apud  Tolosanos,  vel  inter  reliquias  sacras 
“  coenobii  Grsccorum  in  insula  Patmi  servato  —  It  is  to  be 
“  rejected  with  the  same  reason  and  justice  as  are  rejected, 
“  St.  Mark’s  (pretended)  autograph  at  Venice  ;  St.  Matthew’s 
“  autograph  alleged  to  be  preserved  at  Laodicea,  or,  as  some 
“  say,  in  Cyprus;  and  that  of  St.  John,  preserved  in  Flo- 
“  rence,  or  in  Toulouse,  or  among  the  sacred  relics  of  a  Greek 
“  monastery  in  the  island  of  Patmos.” — ( Proleg .  p.  xxi.) 

The  error,  promulgated  by  Origen,  that  our  Lord  with¬ 
drew  himself  from  his  bodily  frame  by  an  act  out  of  the 
order  established  for  human  dissolution,  contradicts  the  most 
essential  assurances  of  prophecy,  and  principles  of  the  Gospel. 
According  to  that  fundamental  error,  our  Lord’s  decease 
differed  in  nothing  essential  from  that  of  Enoch,  who  “was 
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“  translated,  that  he  should  not  see  death  ;*  except,  that 
our  Lord’s  departure  was  preceded  by  extreme  bodily  suf¬ 
fering.  According  to  that  error,  our  Lord  did  not  die ;  and 
yet  the  whole  of  the  Gospel  rests  on  the  foundation,  that  our 
Lord  did  dief  according  to  the  law  of  death  enacted  against 
Adam,  and  all  his  posterity.  He  “  became  obedient  to 
11  death;"  he  was  “  to  be  led  as  a  sheep  to  the  slaughter 
he  was  “  to  taste  death  for  every  man  and  took  on  him¬ 
self  our  “  curse  of  death,  when  he  hung  on  the  tree.”1  Yet, 
Origen  would  innovate,  that  our  Lord  suffered  neither 
slaughter  nor  death.  So  improvident  and  short-sighted  were 
all  the  pious  followers  of  that  inventive  father,  in  this  error, 
that  they  consented  to  ascribe  the  flow  of  water  and  blood 
from  our  Lord’s  supposed  lifeless  frame,  to  a  1  miracle ;  not 
sensible,  that  in  so  doing,  they  yielded  the  great  point  at 
issue  between  themselves  and  the  prevailing  heretics,  who 
insisted,  that  our  Lord’s  human  appearance  on  earth  was 
altogether  miraculous ,  and  not  real.  For,  if  the  one  was 
miraculous,  the  other  might  be  miraculous  also ;  whereas,  it 
was  the  great  object  of  all  the  apostles  and  evangelists  to 
proclaim,  and  enforce,  that  our  Lord's  humanity ,  both  in 
his  life  and  in  his  death,  was  conformable  to  that  which  is 
natural  and  common  to  all  mankind.  As,  therefore,  our  Lord 
lived  like  other  men,  so  also  he  died  like  other  men.  That 
he  could  have  avoided  the  final  incident,  by  withdrawing 
himself  from  his  torturing  frame,  there  can  be  no  question; 
but,  that  he  did  do  so,  is  shewn  to  be  false,  by  the  earliest 
and  best  testimonies.  As  he  said  (ch.  xxvi.  53,  54),  when  he 
was  first  apprehended  in  the  garden  of  Gethsemane,  “Think- 
u  est  thou,  that  I  cannot  call  to  my  Father,  and  he  will  now 
“  give  me  twelve  legions  of  angels?  but,  hoio  then  could  the 
“  Scriptures  be  fulfilled ,  that  thus  it  must  be?”  so  we  are  to 
conclude  from  his  own  prediction,  that  he  should  be  delivered 
to  the  Gentiles,  and  that  they  would  1  kill  him:*  for,  if  he 
had  eluded  their  slaughter,  by  withdrawing  himself  from  their 


1  l<  He  is  said,  atrourMirtcii,  to  be  killed ,  or  slain  ;  to  be  dis - 

41  patched ;  a*a.i^uir6tti,  to  be  made  away  ;  a.-roki<r&<it,  to  perish ,  or  be  destroyed  ; 
“  ilokoS^iuiirffai,  to  be  cut  off  (as  it  is  in  Daniel);  tr$um<r6a.i,  to  be  slaughtered ; 
“  Buurffa i,  to  be  sacrificed ;  which  words  do  all  of  them  fully  import  a  real  and 
*4  proper  death  to  have  ensued  upon  those  violent  usages  toward  him.’’  — 
Isaac  Bah  now,  Sermon  xxvii.,  on  the  Creed.  Vol.  ii.  |i.  fol. 
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power,  how  could  that  prediction  have  been  fulfilled ?  So 
far  was  our  Lord  from  abridging  the  term  of  his  own  suffer¬ 
ing,  that  he  was  ‘  made  perfect  through  sufferings’ — ha 
‘TaOrifLurcov  TiXeiueat,  that  he  might  become  1  the  captain  — 
aoynyog — of  salvation’  to  all  who  believe  faithfully  in  him; 
and  he  was  to  conflict  with  death,  immediately,  in  order 
“  that,  through  death ,  he  might  destroy  him  that  hath  the 
“  power  of  death,"  and  thus  open  to  them  a  way  by  which 
they  should  pass  through  death  without  experiencing  its 
power,  but  should  ‘  pass  from  death  into  life .* 

Nearly  two  hundred  years  after  the  condemnation  of  the 
passage  of  St.  Matthew  by  the  popes,  Clement  V.  and  John 
XXIII.,  it  was  become  so  entirely  forgotten,  and  its  produc¬ 
tion  so  strange  to  Erasmus,  that  he  thus  adverts  to  it  in  his 
note  on  John,  xix.  34  :  “  It  is  matter  of  wonder,  from  whence 
“  the  fiction  arose  which  pretends  that  Matthew  wrote, 
“  that  our  Lord’s  side  was  pierced  by  the  spear  before  he 
“  expired  ;  whereas  John  relates,  that  it  took  place  after  he 
“  had  expired.  But,  as  that  reading  is  no  where  found , 
“  either  in  the  Greek  or  Latin  copies  ;  and  since  none  of  the 
“  many  who  have  strove  to  reconcile  apparent  discordances 
“  in  the  Gospels  have  mentioned  it,  it  is  probable,  that  it  is 
“  an  invention  of  the  glossists,  who  are  proved,  by  the  fact, 
“  to  have  been  not  less  impudent  than  unlearned.  So,  he 
“  who  wrote  the  glosses  on  the  1  First  of  the  Clementines ,’ 
“  not  understanding  the  cause  of  Clement  V.  and  John  XXIII. 
“  (who  published  the  *  Clementines’ ),  pronouncing,  that  John 
u  the  evangelist  preserves  the  right  order  of  narration  when 
“  he  relates,  *  that  Christ’s  side  was  pierced  by  the  spear  after 
“  1  lie  was  dead  pretended,  that  the  contrary  is  read  in 
“  some  copies  of  Matthew ;  and  adds,  that  the  passage  was 
“  withdrawn  from  St.  Matthew’s  Gospel  by  Pope  John.  Now, 
“  there  are  very  many  places  in  which  the  accounts  of  the 
“  evangelists  appear  to  be  at  variance;  but  difficulties  of  this 
il  kind  are  not  to  be  remedied  by  erasures  or  assumptions, 
“  but  by  exposition.  From  the  fragments  of  that  1  Cle- 
“  mentine ,’  we  may  collect,  with  greater  probability,  that 
“  there  were  some  scholastic  doctors  who  thought,  that  John 
“  had  related,  after  the  fact ,  that  which  had  taken  place 
“  before  it;  because  he  had  first  related,  that  Jesus,  after 
“  tasting  the  vinegar,  inclined  his  head  and  expired,  then 
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“  proceeds  to  tell,  that  they  broke  the  legs  of  the  two  thieves, 
((  to  accelerate  their  death  ;  and  that,  coming  to  Jesus,  they 
“  would  have  done  the  same  to  him,  if  they  had  not  found 
u  that  he  was  already  dead.  They  seem  to  have  understood 
“  this,  as  if  the  soldier  had  pierced  the  Lord’s  side  while  he 
“  tCos  yet  living ,  before  they  broke  the  legs  of  the  thieves; 
“  so  that  the  Lord  died  of  that  wound  ;  and  there  was,  there- 
“  fore,  no  necessity  to  break  his  legs.  The  Greek  verb  is 
ft  ev^,  of  the  indefinite  tense ;  which,  if  any  one  should 
“  translate  ‘  pupngerat — had  pierced,  the  sense  which  they 
“  sought  would  be  obtained.  But  this  1  Clementine ,’  or  sen- 
“  tence  of  Pope  Clement,  condemns  that  opinion;  declaring, 
41  that  the  thing  done  must  he  received  in  the  order  in  which 
“  it  is  written  by  the  evangelist  (St.  John).” 

If  Erasmus,  in  his  mighty  efforts  to  open  the  sluices  of 
sound  learning,  had  been  aware  of  the  whole  bulk  of  waters, 
kept  back  by  pontifical  power,  which  were  ready  to  rush 
through  the  opening  he  was  effecting  for  them,  he  would  not 
have  written  the  larger  portion  of  that  note.  He  was  not 
aware,  that  far  more  ancient  documents,  both  Greek  and 
Latin,  than  those  known  to  him  or  to  his  age,  were  on  the 
eve  of  breaking  forth  to  light,  of  some  of  which  the  clause  in 
question  forms  an  integral  part.  Since  those  documents  have 
been  recovered,  and  made  known,  there  appears  to  have  been  a 
great  backwardness  to  give  attention  to  that  ancient  reading. 
Mattheei,  who,  like  Scholz,  was  devoted  to  the  Constantino - 
politan ,  or  junior  texts,  endeavoured  to  make  it  appear  pro¬ 
bable,  that  the  clause  crept  into  St.  Matthew’s  Gospel  from 
the  liturgies  of  the  Greek  church,  in  which  the  accounts  of 
the  crucifixion,  as  given  both  by  that  evangelist  and  St.  John, 
are  read  in  conjunction  ;  but,  the  testimonies  of  the  ancient 
Alexandrian  texts,  and  the  exposition  of  the  great  bishop  of 
Constantinople  himself,  before  those  liturgies  acquired  their 
present  forms,  entirely  refute  that  artificial  and  improbable 
hypothesis.  "  The  quarrels  and  disputes  which  arose  in  the 
“  church  after  the  death  of  Origen  (says  the  author  of  the 
14  New  and  General  Biographical  Dictionary),  on  account  of 
“  his  person  and  writings,  are  scarcely  credible  to  any,  who 
“  have  not  examined  the  history  of  those  times  :  the  Universal 
“  Church  was  split  into  two  parties ;  and  these  parties  fought 
“  as  furiously,  for  and  against  Origen,  as  if  the  Christian 
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“  religion  bad  itself  been  at  stake.”  Jerom,  who  adopted 
this  error  of  Origen,  excluded  the  clause  from  his  revision  of 
the  Latin  version  ;  the  Romish  church  adhered  to  the  side 
of  Jerom;  and  it  has  left  us,  in  this  one  instance,  adherents 
still,  de  facto ,  to  the  same  party.  The  recovery  of  this  im¬ 
portant  record,  possibly  reserved  with  a  view  to  rouse  and 
quicken  the  languor  of  the  Christian  church  in  this  its  last 
age,  and  its  restoration  to  the  evangelical  text,  is  well  calcu¬ 
lated  to  fan  the  embers  of  Christian  devotion  ;  and  to  cause 
them  to  revive  with  a  flame,  answering  to  that  with  which  it 
shone  at  the  first.  (For  the  completion  of  this  article,  see 
Annot.  to  John,  xix.  34.) 

Ver.  59.  The  new  sepulchre  there. ]  ayrou,  adv.,  as  before, 
in  ch.  xx vi.  36.  The  Latin  interpreter,  mistaking  this  adverb 
for  a  pronoun,  rendered  it  by  ‘  suo  which  Wiclif  rendered 
by  *  his,’  and  our  revisers  have  enforced  by  *  his  own  ;  but 
it  clearly  answers  to  sy.ei,  there,  in  John,  xix.  41,  42,  sxei — 
t6r,xav  to v  lr,<royv  —  ‘  there  they  laid  Jesu9.’  Joseph’s  property 
in  the  sepulchre,  is  a  vulgar  fiction  arising  from  this  error, 
which  has  greatly,  but  very  unnecessarily,  perplexed  the 
learned  Micliaelis.  EXaro,u>j<rs,  supposes  ti; — one,  and  is  here 
equivalent  to  r,v  XeXaro/xr^evov,  in  Mark,  xvii.  45. 


CHAPTER  XXVIII. 

Ver.  2,  and  9.]  The  words,  a  to  rr,< r  Bugas — 1  from  the 
‘  door,'  in  ver.  2,  and  the  words,  is  5s  e<zogeuovTo  aTrayyetXcti  roig 
'j.ccdr,reus  aurou — ‘  as  they  went  to  tell  his  disciples ,’  in  ver.  9, 
are  not  found  in  the  Vatican  and  other  ancient  MSS.  and 
versions  ;  and  are,  plainly,  instances  of  the  supplementary 
efforts  of  the  later  copyists,  whose  texts  form  Scholz’s  Con - 
stantinopolitan  family. 

Ver.  19.  Make  all  nations  my  disciples .]  A9  in  ch.  xiii. 
52,  Acts,  xiv.  20:  ftafy-suaars  (3uxri£ovrc$,  does  not  signify 
merely,  1  teach  and  baptise,’  a9  Wiclif  rendered  the  passage 
from  the  Latin  *  docete and  as  his  revisers  have  left  it  in 
our  version ;  nor  yet  ‘  convert *  as  it  is  vaguely  rendered  by 
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Campbell ;  but  is  equivalent  to  fia6r-ag  cro/en  xai  $axn£tt v  in 
John,  \v.  ] — “  to  make ,  and  baptise ,  disciples.” 

Ib.  In  the  Name.]  ng  to  onyxa: — Euthyinius  has  well 
observed,  il  One  name  of  the  three ,  demonstrating  the  one 
“  nature  of  the  Holy  Trinity” — iv  ovo/mol  rm  tpiojv,  vxodqXouv  7r,v 
fuuv  p-jaiv  rr, ;  aytag  rgicidog.  The  word  o i/o, act  — 1  name1  in  the 
singular,  is  applied  to  plurals  or  numbers  only  when  com¬ 
munity  of  nature  or  quality  is  designed,  but  never  as  distri¬ 
butive^  to  the  individuals  composing  those  numbers.  Thu3, 
we  read  in  Gen.  v.  1,2,  “  God  created  man  —  male  and 
“  female  created  He  them  —  and  called  their  name ,  Adam,” 
i.  e.  a vdourrog  — ‘  man  or  woman  .’  So  in  2  Sam.  vii.  9,  “  the 
“  name  of  the  great  men  in  the  earth  not  their  names  indi¬ 
vidually,  but  the  name  of  their  class.  So  in  Zeph.  i.  4,  “  the 
“  name  of  the  Chemarim.”  On  the  other  hand,  when  distinc¬ 
tion  of  individuals  is  intended,  the  sacred  writers  always  use 
the  plural,  ‘  names ’ — ovo/xara.  So  in  2  Sam.  xxiii.  8,  "  these 
“  are  the  names  of  the  mighty  men.”  So  also  in  Ezek.  xxiv., 
‘'The  names  of  them  were,  Aholah  and  Aholabah.”  To  the 
sacred  i  Xante1  in  which  the  apostles  were  commanded  to 
baptise,  St.  James  refers  when  he  says  (ch.  ii.  6),  “  Blaspheme 
“  not  that  good  Name  by  which  ye  are  called;”  and  in 
ch.  v.  14,  “  Let  them  pray  over  him,  in  the  Name ” — tv  ry 
ovoftetn,  namely,  “  of  the  Father ,  and  of  the  Son ,  and  of 
“  the  Holy  Spirit ,”  that  is,  of  the  Holy  Trinity.  But  some 
persons  have  asked,  where  is  the  term  *  Trinity found  in 
the  Scriptures?  Such  persons  should  have  first  informed 
themselves,  of  the  simple  meaning  of  that  term.  The  term 
trinity,  formed  from  the  Latin  trinitas ,  which  was  adopted 
from  the  Greek  jj  roiag ,  signifies  only,  ‘  the  Three]  as  pre¬ 
eminently  distinguished  in  conjunction  and  community ,  in  the 
evangelical  Scriptures.  That  1  Three ’  are  so  distinguished  in 
this  place,  is  undeniable ;  if,  therefore,  that  which  is  denoted 
by  the  term  ‘  Trinity  *  cannot  be  denied  to  be  in  those  Scrip¬ 
tures,  it  matters  not  whether  the  term  19  contained  in  them, 
for  it  simply  expresses  number  in  conjunction ;  and  it  is  un¬ 
questionably  more  suitable  to  use  this  collective  term ,  than  on 
every  occasion  to  repeat  the  distinctions  individually.  The 
consubstantiality  and  co-eternity  of  the  Three ,  are  not  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  numerical  term;  for  these,  we  must  look  to 
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other  parts  of  the  Gospel  Scriptures.  (See  Annot.  to  Heb.  i.  3.) 
But,  the  uniform  understanding  of  the  true  Church  sup¬ 
poses  those  qualities  to  be  implied,  by  all  who  use  the  nume¬ 
rical  term. 

Ver.  20.  Every  day.]  craffaj  ra$  hfiegas: — there  is  some¬ 
thing  far  more  apprehensible  and  comforting  in  these  our 
Saviour’s  own  definite  and  pointed  words,  *  every  day  ’ — 
1  omnibus  diebus  '  of  the  Vulgate  and  Erasmus,  and  1  in  alle 
‘  dales'  of  Wiclif;  than  in  the  vague  and  indefinite  term 
*  alway /  which  the  revisers  of  the  sixteenth  century  thought 
fit  to  substitute,  and  which  our  last  revisers  have  retained, 
with  injurious  enfeeblement  of  the  declaration. 


St.  M  A  R  K. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  1,  2.  Was  as  it  is  written.]  “  Ad  regulas  syntacticas , 
“  nec  hie,  nec  ullibi  alibi  exigenda  est  Hard  oratio says 
Matthsei,  on  ch.  xiv.  32,  of  this  Gospel.  Abruptness  of 
phraseology  is  a  characteristic  of  this  evangelist,  and  his 
omission  or  suppression  of  the  substantive  verb,  e //x>,  is  a 
frequent  cause  of  that  abruptness ;  as  in  this  place,  where 
we  are  to  understand,  7}v,  or  ovrug  yv  (as  in  Matt.  i.  18),  sc. 
us  yiyoatrrcu. 1 11  The  passage  is  thus  correctly  paraphrased  by 
Euthymius  :  cioyn]  vgas  vofioOtgicig  Xe/tfrou  ouru  yeyovev  us 
ytyoarrrai  tv  rug  rrso^rjraig. 

Ver.  23.  And  presently ,  a  mau  came  into.]  The  Vat.  MS. 
adds  tufas —  y.cu  tufas  r,v,  shewing,  that  yv  is  here  to  be  read  ?jv, 
rjXfavy  as  in  ver.  39  following,  where  see  the  annot.  Luke 
so  uses  tv,  in  ch.  vii.  17  :  g^sXfov  tv  oX»j  rr\  louhouci.  ( tv  pro  tig, 
intra  —  Viger,  p.  544.) 

Ver.  34.  Knew  him  to  be  Christ.']  Xg/trrov  uva r  Though 
Scholz  shews,  in  his  margin,  that  these  two  words  are  read 
in  the  Vatican  and  most  ancient  and  authoritative  copies  and 
version,  yet  he  excludes  them  from  his  own  text,  marking 
them  as  Alexandrian. 

Ver.  39.  And  he  went  and  preached.]  xai  rjXfav  xqouMuv 
tis  rag  tijvayuyus* — This  is  the  reading  of  the  most  ancient 
MS. ;  the  later  and  common  texts  read  y.ou  w  xtjovmuv  tv  r.  a. 
It  is  observed  of  the  uncial  MSS.,  that  they  commonly  add 
the  final  v  before  words  beginning  with  a  consonant,2  as  in 


1  See  Michaelis’s  Introd.  to  tbe  N.  T.,  vol.  lii.  part  ii.  p.  5. 
a  “  ?  t<pi\Ku<rriKoi  semper  fere  additur,  sive  vocalis,  sive  consonaiis  sequitnr.*' 
—  (Woide,  Proleg.  ad  Cod.  Alex.,  p.  18.  “  Illud  »  i^iXuvanKt*  modo  omissuiu 

11  est  ante  vocalem,  modo  adjectum  ante  conaonantem.” — Scholz,  Proleg.  ad 
N.  T.,  p.  x.) 
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this  case.  The  r,v  of  the  common  text,  therefore,  shews  a 
compend  yv,  for 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  16.  Scribes  of  the  Pharisees. ]  The  Vat.  MS.  and 
Cod.  L  read  the  passage  thus:  ri<fctv  yag  croXXo;,  xa;  73 xoXoudouv 
aurai,  yguppareig  ruv  <pagi6uiuv‘  xai  ibovreg  cturov  on  ea&ni —  Tile 
uncouthness  of  this  phraseology,  not  recommending  itself  to 
the  critical  writer  of  the  Cod.  D,  or  Bezcei  he  changed  it 
thus*.  —  Tjo'av  yag  croXXo;  oi  xai  r}XoXov&7jffav  aura;,  xa /  0/  ygappareig 
xa/  0/  <pa giaaioi'  xai  eibav  6ti  tj o6iev  — ,  The  later  texts  copied 
the  first  part  of  this  sentence  verbatim  from  the  Cod.  D  ; 
but  they  preserved  the  ibovreg  of  the  Vat.  MS.,  though  they 
rejected  the  xa  ;  preceding;  and  changed  on  eaSieiy  and  tj a0iev, 
to  aurov  eodiovra. 

Ver.  23.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads  this  verse  thus,  and  in  the 

following  order  :  xa;  eye vero  aurov  ev  to  1$  oafifiaai  biarrogeueaQai  bia 
tojv  a^ogi, auv,  xa;  0;  pad^r a;  aurou  qg^avro  oboToniv,  nWovreg  roug 
(Sraypag. 
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Ver.  14,  15.]  The  Vat.  MS.  thus  reads  these  verses:  — 

xa;  err ot^e  bubex a,  oug  xa;  a<roc rroXoug  wvopatiev,  ha  u<fi  per  aurou,  xai 
aTotfreXX? 3  avrovg  xqgvtXffeiv,  xai  eyeiv  e^outfiav  ex(3a\\eiv  ra  baipoviu’ 
xai  erronfiv  roug  bubex a,  xa;  ecte^tjxe  ovopa  ru  Stytaiw,  Hergov — . 

Ver.  27.  eternal  mtz.]  So  read  the  Vatican  and  Beza 
MSS.  and  several  ancient  versions ;  only  the  first  of  those  two 
MSS.  uses  the  word  upagrriparog,  the  second  uses  apagnag : 
both  which  ancient  readings  mutually  confirm  the  sense. 
The  Latin  has  ‘  delicti /  which  Wiclif  rendered  ‘  trespass 
Erasmus,  whose  Gr.  MSS.  contained  only  the  later  texts, 
printed  xgnseug,  which  he  rendered  1  judicio adding  this 
note  to  his  Latin  text :  — “  seterni  delicti ]  a iuviov  xgmeug,  id  est, 
“  asterni  judicii ,  sive  ceterni  condemnations.  Quanquam 
“  hoc  nihil  refert  ad  sensum  :  per  Synechdochen  enim  aliud 
“  ex  alio  intelligitur.”  -He  does  not  state  his  authority 
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for  admitting;  this  reading;  nevertheless,  our  revisers  have 
yielded  to  it,  by  exchanging  Wielif  s  ‘  trespass ,*  for  Erasmus’ 
‘  damnation  * 

But,  the  importance  of  the  recovered  reading  was  not  ob¬ 
served  by  Erasmus :  a/xagrq/Aaro;  and  apagrtag,  explain  all  the 
perplexity  which  has  been  evinced,  respecting  the  unpardon¬ 
able  nature  of  the  sin  against  the  Holy  Spirit.  The  *  eternal 
1  condemnation  denounced  against  that  ‘  sin/  is  here  shewn  to 
be,  because  the  sin  itself  is  eternal:  not  that  the  mind  truly 
repents,  and  the  condemnation  continues ;  but,  that  the  mind 
which  lapses  into  a  hardened  resistance  to  all  the  evidences 
which  the  wisdom  of  God  knows  to  be  sufficient  for  satisfying 
the  human  reason,  remains  for  ever  in  that  rebellious  state ; 
and  that  its  condemnation  is  coequal  in  duration.  (See  Annot. 
to  Heb.  xii.  17.)  If  the  evidence  which  has  established  con¬ 
viction  in  the  minds  of  millions  of  the  wisest  of  men  in  each 
generation,  during  1800  years,  is  denied  to  be  sufficient  by 
any  given  individual,  it  proves,  either  the  defect  in  that  indi¬ 
vidual’s  intellect,  or  the  opposition  of  his  Will,  in  which  last 
faculty  hig  moral  character  consists ;  but,  we  may  be  assured 
that,  although  we  are  not  able  to  pronounce  which  of  the 
two  is  the  cause  of  his  incredulity,  yet  the  true  cause  will 
eventually,  and  judicially,  be  openly  exposed,  in  the  great 
final  assize.  A  learned  critic  hazards  the  assertion,  that 
“  a/iagrTj/xaroi  is  a  mere  emendation  of  the  common  reading 
“  (y.pasuii)  to  improve  the  antithesis  ;  which,  however,  is  un- 
“  necessary.”  This  is  a  hazardous  assertion,  because  it  in 
effect  asserts,  that  the  oldest  reading  was  an  emendation  of 
the  younger ;  or,  that  the  writers  of  copies  in  the  fourth  and 
fifth  centuries,  altered  a  text  which  existed  not  till  some 
centuries  after  them.  If  that  learned  critic  could  allege  a 
copy  which  read  xgnfBug,  pr  ior  to  the  age  of  the  Vat .  and  Beza 
MSS.,  he  might  affirm,  that  these  MSS.  had  emended ,  i.  e. 
altered ,  the  older  reading;  but,  as  the  oldest  readings  are 
those  of  these  copies,  he  can  have  no  critical  support  in 
advocating  the  reading,  xg/<rs<y$,  with  Mattbsei  and  Scholz, 
who  almost  uniformly  protect  the  junior  readings.  But, 
there  is  internal  evidence  against  the  reading,  r.onfBug :  tvoyj>g 
is  followed  by  xg/im  in  the  dative,  in  the  only  places  where 
those  words  meet  (Matt.  v.  24,  25),  of  which  latter  word 
there  is  no  various  reading  in  those  places  :  on  the  other 
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hand,  there  is  not  only  a  various  reading  for  xgurewg  here,  but 
this  reading  is  unknown  to  the  earliest  testimonies.  Park- 
hurst’s  last  editor  justly  “  presumes,  that  there  is  an  ellipse” 
between  evcyjg  and  the  genitive  following :  the  ellipse  is 
shewn  by  Pollux  (lib.  v.  ^  141)  in  the  sentence,  tvoyog  roig 
77}s  aya g/ar/ag  srriTifLio/g.  In  the  phrase  before  US  (evoyog  cuwviov 
apagnyAaros),  we  are  clearly  to  understand,  tvoyog  rr\  xgnsu,  or 
roig  6 c/rz/x/o/g  aiuviou  d/xagr»j/xarog —  ‘  guilty  of,  or  subject  to, 
i  the  judgment  (or  penalty)  of  eternal  sin:’  but,  what  are  we 
to  understand  in  evoyog  rri  xgnfti  a /wv/ou  xgnreug — 1  guilty  of,  or 
i  subject  to,  the  judgment  of  eternal  judgment?’  this  is  suffi¬ 
cient,  to  shew  internal  vitiation  of  the  reading,  xgiaeug.  To 
avoid  the  Italic  insertion,  I  have  thought  it  best  to  render 
wcyog,  elliptically,  as  in  James,  ii.  8.  Michaels  ( Introd . 
vol.  ii.  p.  231,2),  who  was  unacquainted  with  the  readings 
of  the  Vat.  MS.,  supposed  that  ‘  eternal  sin  was  the  reading 
only  of  the  Cod.  Bezce ;  on  which,  his  annotator  observes  : 
**  it  is  found  in  two  other  MSS.”  But  d/xagrTj/xarog  and  d/xa^r/ag 
are  to  be  regarded  a9  one  reading,  when  opposed  to  xourtu g ; 
and  the  Vat.  and  Steph.  q  or  L,  with  Codd.  28,  33,  read 
a/xa£7-7j/xa7-og,  and  Cod.  j Bezce,  13, 69,  346,  read  d/xa^r/ag.  Thus, 
both  external  and  internal  evidence  unite  to  confirm  d/xagrjj- 
fiarog,  and  to  reject  xgieeug. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  28.  Of  itself  .]  auro/x«r?j :  —  automatously — Our  phy¬ 
sical  philosophers  will  do  well  to  remark  this  extraordinary 
term  from  the  mouth  of  our  Lord,  who  had  just  before  said, 
“  God  clothes  the  grass."  The  meaning  of  this  Greek  word 
is  thus  explained  by  Galen  (cited  in  Wetstein’s  note  on  the 
passage)  :  auropctTW  brfKovort  Xeyofitvuv,  oo  ruv  ycug/g  a/r/ag,  aXXa 
ruv  yupg  rng  e£  ?j/xwv  a inag  — £  They  are  called  automatons,’ 
not  as  being  without  a  cause,  but,  without  any  cause  ‘  pro - 
*  ceeding  from  us.’ 

Ver.  38.  Sleeping  on  the  seat."]  em  to  KgoGxtpaXaiov : — Our 
version  retains  ‘  pillow ,’  from  Wiclif’s  ‘  pilewe’  which  he 
gives  for  the  Latin  ‘  cervical;  which  is  certainly  a  correct 
interpretation  of  one  sense  of  the  Greek  xgoinupaXouov,  but 
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not  of  the  sense  in  which  it  is  used  here.  It  is  plainly  used 
in  this  place  with  relation  to  the  boat ,  or  vessel,  and,  there¬ 
fore,  in  its  nautical  sense,  as  preserved  by  Julius  Pollux,  and 
Hesychius.  The  former  says  (lib.  x.  §  40),  “  It  is  well  to 
i(  observe,  that  the  nautical  seat — vavnxov  vrrriged/ov,  which  is 
“  called  by  some,  rr^ocxi^aXaiov,  Cratinus  would  have  called 
“  vTegeffiov  only:  ou  ftev  favXov  rerTjgrixevct/,  bn  ro  vctvnxov  uTygediov 
i&iug  tv  raig  'Slgutg  Kgar/vos  T^odxt^ccXaiov,  rouro  (hr\  xaXtiffdcci  vo'U- 
tyvroi v,  aXXa  urrriotdiov  /xovov. — i^otdia,  says  Hesychius,  signifies 
the  skins  on  which  rowers  sit ,  as  on  <rgo<rxepaXa/a  (cushions)  — 
urrijged/a,  rcuv  xuirTjXarouvrcjv  Seg/iara.  riv a  <jg  <rgo<rxe£aXa/a,  t<£  uv 
xafaSov-at.  Bengel  says,  “  Pars  Ikec  erat  navis,  ut  ex  articulo 
“  colligas:  lignea ,  ut  Theophylactus  notat.” — (  Gnomon  Ben¬ 
gel.  tom.  i.  p.  216.)  In  this  place,  rr^odxtcpaXatov  comprehends 
both  the  wooden  seat  and  its  covering ,  v/h ether  skin  or 
cushion. 


CHAPTER  V. 

For  this  chapter,  generally,  see  Preface,  p.  45. 

Ver.  13.]  Our  version  here  introduces,  “  (they  were  about 
11  two  thousand),”  a  clause  unknown  to  the  most  ancient  and 
authoritative  MSS.  and  versions ;  though  it  has  crept  into 
the  later  Latin  Vulgate ,  from  whence  Wiclif  took  it;  and 
our  revisers  have  retained  it,  under  the  authority  of  the 
received  text . 

Ver.  30.  power.’]  hwapiv’.  Vulg.  1  virtus ;  Wiclif,  1  vertu.* 
(See  Preface,  Part  i.  p.  7.) 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  3.  Believed  not  on  him.]  tdxavdaXi^ovro :  —  In  our 
common  version,  ‘  were  offended  at  him.'  (See  Pref.  p.  14.) 

Ver.  11.  And  whatever  place  will  not  receive  you.]  bg  av 
rorrog  m  de^rai  -i/Mag : — This  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  MS. 

Ib.]  The  last  clause  of  this  verse  in  the  received  text,  is 
unknown,  in  this  place,  to  all  the  most  ancient  texts  and 
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versions.  It  has  been  interpolated  in  the  later  copies,  from 
Matth.  x.  14. 

Ver.  16.  It  is  John.]  See  Annot.  to  Matt.  xiv.  2. 

Ver.  20.  He  protected.^  ounrupi,  signifies  1  tutor — to  pro- 
‘  tect so  Euthymius  understood  the  word  (in  Matt.  xiv.  3), 
when  he  states,  that  Ilerodias  wished  to  kill  John,  but 
Herod  ou  raoi^u^n — 1  did  not  permit  her.' 

Ib.  hesitated .]  jj-roge/  in  the  Vat.  MS.,  Cod.  L.  and  Coptic 
version ;  which  word  lapsed  into  tcaei  in  the  Const,  texts,  as 
we  find  it  in  the  twelfth  century,  in  Euthyinius,  Pref.  p.  71. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  4.  And  the  multitude  saw  them  departing.]  The 
word  multitude  should  here  have  been  put  in  italics ,  as  it  is 
not  expressed  in  the  Vat.  MS. 

Ib.  And  many  knew  whither ,  &c.]  whither ,  not  him  or 
them: — xai  abov  a uroug  vxayovrag*  xai  eyvusav  ttoAAo/,  xai  rrefy j 
aero  rruffwv  ruv  vro>.ew  avvibga/Mov  vaii,  xai  ergoTj 7.6ov  avroug  : — this  is 
the  reading  of  the  Vatican  MS.  But,  either  because  St.  Mark 
had  not  expressed  rov,  1 whither ,’  (as  in  oux  oibaptv  rrov  vnayag. 
John,  xiv.  5),  but  left  it  to  be  understood  from  its  correlate, 
txn,  ‘  thither ;  or,  which  is  also  probable,  that  rrov  (^)  was 
early  absorbed  into  the  er  of  coAA©/  ;  the  interpreters  of  a  later 
age  were  perplexed,  and  supposed  aurov  or  avroug  to  be  the 
latent  object  of  tyvoxtav.  They  therefore  introduced  one  of 
those  words,  and  adapted  the  whole  verse  to  that  misappre¬ 
hension,  in  the  manner  in  which  it  stands  thus  extended  by 
italic  insertions  in  the  common  text :  xai  udov  avroug  vrrayovrag 
( oi  oj'Ao/),  xai  (eat)  tyvuaav  (aurov)  eroAAo/,  xai  j  aero  rraffm  ruv 
rrokiuv  ffuvibga/xov  exnf  xai  er^oTjAdov  uvrovg  (xai  dvvrJJov  ergo$  aurov). 
In  the  Beza  MS.  it  Stands  thus :  xai  ttbav  avroug  vrrayovrag , 
xai  eyvooffav  fl-oXAci,  xai  m£vi  arro  rravrcov  eroAe&JV  ffuvtbgafiov  ex£/f 
xai  Suv 7)X0ov  aurou.  In  the  Alex.  MS.  thus  :  xai  aurov g  vrra- 

yovrag ,  xai  (i<7r)  eyvut tav  (auroug)  eroAAo/,  xai  rttyi  aero  rracoiv  ruv 
coAtoii*  ffvvebgtifio v  v/.Hy  xai  rt^orp.&ov  avroug  (xai  auviboufiov  rrgog  aurov). 
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Dr.  Bloomfield’s  note  on  this  verse  (c.  vi.  33.  Gr.)  exhibits 
a  notable  example  of  the  effects  of  Constantinopolitan  philo- 
ponism ,  in  the  employment  of  italic  insertions. 

Ver.  7.  Something  to  eat.~]  n  <payta<siv.  This  is  the  simple 
reading  of  the  most  ancient  text;  which  the  Const,  texts  have 
thus  amplified,  (agrou?)  ri  (yag)  payuxfiv  (oux  t^ovoiv). 

Ver.  19.  As  if  he  would ]  xa / — perinde  ac  si,  quasi, 
(Viger,  p.  472,  ^  8).  This  is  plainly  the  meaning  of  xa/ 
>j0E>.e  in  this  place,  *  quasi  voluerit  which  action  Luke 
expresses,  c.  xxiv.  27,  veg/c-o/Titrctro  xoggwrtgov  cro^e^ec r6cu  —  ‘  and 
‘  he  made  as  if  he  would  go  f  urther 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  2.]  Many  of  the  later  copies  have  inserted,  at  the 
end  of  this  verse,  epe/L^uvro,  *  they  found  fault ;  not  being 
sensible  of  the  parenthesis  that  follows.  Scholz  has  followed 
the  ancient  text,  in  rejecting  e/Mip-^avro. 

Ver.  4.]  Our  common  version  closes  this  verse  with  *  and 
*  of  tables in  the  received  Greek  text,  it  ends  with  a vo 
xX/kvv;  in  the  Vulgate,  with  1  lectorum ;  in  Wiclif,  with,  ‘  of 
1  beddis;  but,  in  the  Vat.  MS.  and  Cod.  L,  it  ends  with 
without  the  words  xa/  xXivuv.  Why  our  revisers  of  the  16th 
and  17th  centuries  substituted  i  tables,'  (transferring  *  beds' 
to  the  margin,)  I  have  not  been  able  to  discover,  since 
neither  Erasmus,  nor  any  known  MS.,  has  that  reading ; 
and  Euthymiu9  makes  no  mention  of  *  tables, *  in  his  note  to 
Matt.  xv.  1,  where  he  cites  this  passage  of  Mark. 

Ver.  8.]  The  last  clause  of  this  verse  in  the  rec .  text,  is 
not  in  the  Vat.  MS.,  Cod.  L,  and  other  MSS.,  the  Coptic,  or 
Armen,  vers. ;  and  is  an  officious  supplement,  suggested  by, 
and  partly  repeating,  ver.  4. 

Ver.  11.  Ye  suffer  him.~\  See  Annot.  to  Matt.  xv.  5. 
The  perplexity  transmitted  from  the  parallel  passage  in 
Matthew,  caused  the  later  copyists  to  introduce  here  also, 
y.at,  1  and,'  (unknown  to  the  ancient  text,)  before  ‘■ye  suffer 
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‘  him ;  which  unskilful  insertion,  has  confirmed  the  obscurity 
that  lies  on  the  plain  sense  of  both  passages  in  our  version. 

Ver.  16  of  com.  text,  is  wholly  absent  from  the  Vat.  MS. 
and  other  copies,  and  has  been  officiously  supplied  here,  from 
others  of  our  Lord’s  discourse. 

Ver.  17.  as  all  other  foods. ]  “  The  words  of  our  present 
“  Greek  text,”  says  Bishop  Marsh  {Intro cl.  Michaelis,  vol.  i. 
p.  457),  are,  e/$  tov  apedguva,  exrrogevvrctr  xu.6ugi£ov  rrccvra  tcc 
u  (3g'j)//,ar a :  now,  whoever  impartially  considers  the  forced 
“  and  unnatural  explication  which  is  usually  given  of  this 
u  passage,  in  referring  xuOagityv  to  rzav  (in  the  preceding  sen- 
“  tence),  with  which  it  is  wholly  unconnected ,  and  at  the 
11  same  time  examines  the  structure  of  the  whole  period,  will 
“  be  convinced  that  the  words,  as  they  stand,  proceeded  not 
u  from  the  pen  of  the  sacred  writer.”  That  the  period  could 
not  have  been  so  written,  originally,  by  the  evangelist,  must 
be  evident  to  every  critical  mind ;  but,  not  from  the  gram¬ 
matical  evidence  appealed  to  by  the  learned  annotator.  Xiuvt 
is  undeniably  the  nominative  case  of  exrogeucra/,  which  imme¬ 
diately  precedes  xafap?ov  (cav — excrogewrcu  xaOugityv) ;  a  strict 
grammatical  connexion  might,  therefore,  subsist  between  them. 
But,  it  is  from  the  total  destitution  of  all  sense  in  the  import 
of  the  period,  as  it  stands,  that  the  evidence  of  its  vitiation 
arises.  That  sense  cannot  be  restored  by  any  inflection  of 
the  verb  xa0a ;  for,  no  i  evacuation  of  any  given  food' 
can  be  reasonably  said  to  ‘purify  all  foods'  Dr.  Bloomfield 
is  nearest  the  mark  when  he  interprets,  “  makes  them  all  alike 
11  pure.”  The  corruption  lies  in  the  verb  xa&a whether 
we  read  xa xa Oagi^wv  (with  the  Vat.  MS.),  xa0ag/£e/,  or 
xa0ag/£omx.  Our  Lord’s  argument  is  this :  “  Nothing,  i.  e. 
u  no  food — <xav  figu/xa  ( accounted  unclean  —  xomv  vo/xi^o/xtvov, 
“  understood),  which  entereth  into  a  man  from  without,  can 
u  defile  him ;  because  it  entereth  not  into  his  heart,  but  into 
li  his  belly  ;  and  goeth  out  into  the  draught,  even  as  all  other 
“foods."  In  uncial  compendious  writing  it  would  stand 

thus,  undivided  :  KXeeptZONTTXNTXTXBpCOMVTX. 
Now,  we  have  experience,  in  the  Gr.  MSS.,  of  the  inter¬ 
changes  of  a  and  e,  of  r  and  0,  of  £  and  and  of  xudagov  and 
xaOtgov,  uirtgoc  and  sreoog  {Pref.  p.  61):  with  that  experience, 
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we  are  guided  to  read  and  divide,  xa/  erega  ioov  xavra  ret 
Pgupara.  The  direct  order  of  construction  would  be,  rrav 
(xo/vov  vofti^ofievov)  e/j  rov  a^eSgwva  ix.rrog£vercu,  iifov  xa/  rruvra  ret 
\reget  (3gw/tara,  aque  ac  omnes  (dice  esccB  :  /<rov  xa / —  aqua  ac, 
Viger,  c.  iii.  s.  5.  §  6,  p.  97,  ed.  Hoogeveen  :  but,  the  emphasis 
being  on  xa/  erega,  those  words  take  the  lead  in  the  order 
uttered. 

We  find  a  similar  example  of  xa/  Iregov  changed  to  xaQugov, 
in  the  text  of  Hippolitus,  ‘  Against  the  heresy  of  Noetus  * 
u  Noetus  propounded  two  errors:  first,  he  maintained,  that 
il  Christ  was  the  Father,  who  was  begotten,  suffered,  and 
“  died.  Next ,  he  affirmed,  that  he  himself  was  Moses,  and 
u  that  Aaron  was  his  brother.  Being  called  to  account  by 
u  the  elders  of  the  church  for  this  assertion,  he  at  first  dis- 
11  owned  it;  afterwards,  gaining  over  other  associates  in 
“  error,  he  chose  to  maintain  the  other ,  or  former  doctrine 
il  also Hippolitus  then  proceeds  to  combat  that  other  or 
first  error,  respecting  Christ.  The  Greek  text,  as  printed, 
has,  r.afapov  ro  &oy,u, a.  The  word  xadagon  is  here  a  manifest 
spkalma.  Its  very  learned  and  venerable  editor  suggested 
its  correction  to,  xa/  fagguv;1  but,  with  all  deference,  I  must 
contend,  that  the  purport  of  the  entire  context  directs  us  to 
read,  xa/  eregov  ro  8oy/ta,  i.  e.  xa/  to  eregov  hoyftet ;  as  here  in 
Mark,  xa/  trcoa  ret  figw/turru,  i.  e,  xa/  ra  erega  figufjtctra. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

Ver.  24.  I  see  the  men ,  &c.]  j3>.ec&j  rou ;  av6gucovg,  oti  oj; 
bivogetoguj,  moiretrovvrct;.  This  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat .  MSS. ; 
and  Scholz  acknowledges  it  to  be  the  common  reading  both 
of  his  Alex,  and  Constant,  families  of  texts.  Nevertheless, 
he  has  rejected  both  bn  and  ogu  from  his  own  text,  which 
he  here  conforms  to  the  text,  receipt. ;  which  latter  text  has 
adopted  the  reading  of  a  Latinising  Greek  MS.  The  Latin 
Vulgate  reads,  1  Video  homines,  velut  arbores,  ambulantes ; 
Wiclif,  from  the  Vulgate ,  rendered,  *  Y  se  men,  as  trees , 
i  walkinge;  which  version  our  revisers  have  retained.  Yet 
Erasmus  has  the  ancient  reading,  which  he  renders:  1  Video 
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‘  homines,  quoniam  v  el  tit  arbor es  cento  ambulantes ;  and  he 
adds  in  his  note  —  ‘  ambulantes ,  apud  Grecos  ad  homines 
*  duntaxat  referri  potest,  quod  illis  arbor  es  sint  neutri  generis.’ 
Euthymius  observes  on  this  passage,  to  ‘  on,'  tra^sXxa,  xa/ 
’Efyoixov  idiu/j,u — ‘  the  particle,  bn,  is  expletive  here,  according 
‘  to  the  Hebrew  idiom.’  The  answer  of  the  blind  man  suffi¬ 
ciently  implies  the  imperfection  of  his  vision :  as  if  he  said, 
‘  I  see  no  difference  between  the  men  and  the  trees ,  except  that 
'  the  former  are  moving .’ 


CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  23.  And  said,  I  believe.]  t\cys,  ten irevu  : —  So  the 
Vat.,  also  the  A  lex.  and  L.  MSS.,  with  the  Coptic ,  Armenian , 
and  Ethinpic  versions.  The  Constant,  texts,  to  add  pathos, 
have  introduced  ficra  da xgvcuv — 1  with  tears,'  as  in  the  received 
text,  the  Vulgate,  and  English  versions. 

Ver.  28.  by  prayer.]  The  Vat.  MS.  has  not  xat  vy  tract, 
‘  and  fasting .’ 

Ver.  37.  VVe  forbad  him,  because  he  doth  not  follow  us.] 
We  have  here  a  signal  example,  in  the  received  and  Scliolz’s 
adopted  Const,  text,  of  the  ‘  duplex  lectio  temere  conjiata.' 
The  Vat.  and  Ephrem  MSS.  read, 

xai  exwXf voilcv  avrov ,  or/  oux  a xoXovtiei  r\<uv : 

The  Cod.  Bezos,  D,  thought  to  improve  the  sentence,  by  thus 
reversing  the  order : 

bg  oux  axoXovOa  qfiiv,  xai  txojXeuofiev  avrov  : 

The  Alex,  has  combined  the  two,  and  reads  thus : 

bg  oux  axoXovQa  r^uv,  xai  txoiXvta{Lcv  avrov ,  bn  oux  a xoXov&a  t\iuv. 

Th  is  last  tautologous  conflation  became  the  reading  of  the 
received  text ;  and  is  approved  and  adopted  by  Scholz. 

Ver.  38.  readilg]  rayy.  The  Vulgate  and  Erasmus  render 
*  cito Wiclif,  ‘  soone Euthymius  renders  the  sentence 
positive — ‘  whoever  shall  do  a  miracle  in  my  name,  will  be 
'  slov:  to  speak  evil  of  me’ — fizab'Oig  av  >u  xuxo}.oyr,tp.  I  know 
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not  why  our  revisers  have  changed  \\  iclifs  ‘  soon'  to  c  lightly ' 
which  does  uot  so  well  render  the  sense. 

Ver.  39.  in  the  name ,  that  ye  are  Christ’s.]  tv  ovopart,  on 
Xgi<j rou  tare:  —  this  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.j  Ephr.,  Alex., 
and  almost  every  uncial  MS.;  so  that  Scholz  has  judged  it 
necessary  to  adopt  it,  in  exclusion  of  the  Const,  and  received 
reading,  tv  rw  ovo/xar/  fiov,  erroneously  introduced  by  the  Cod. 
Bezce,  from  not  being  sensible  that  tv  ovoftan  was  a  common 
phrase  signifying  *  on  the  account ’  or  1  because,'  and  is  here 
equivalent  to  5/a  to  6/xas  tivcti.  It  would  have  been  well  for 
Scholz’s  text,  if  he  had  uniformly  paid  the  same  deference  to 
the  first  of  those  ancient  authorities. 

Ver.  44,  46,  “  Where  their  ivorm,"  &c.  of  the  common 
text,  are  not  found  in  these  places,  in  the  most  ancient 
authorities ;  and  are  only  officious  repetitions,  with  a  view 
to  enforcement,  of  ver.  48  of  that  text ;  which  last  clause 
is  acknowledged  here,  by  all  those  authorities. 

Ver.  44.  Every  one  shall  be  seasoned  with  fire,  as,  &c.] 
»a / — as:  Mackn.  vol.  i.  p.  127:  —  Our  Lord  here  speaks 
with  allusion  to  Lev.  ii.  13:  “  Every  meat-offering  thou  shalt 
il  season  with  salt in  the  LXX.,  xav  duoov  $vata<;  v/zuv  a ki 
a'kns6rl0era.i,  “  all  your  offerings  of  sacrifice  shall  be  seasoned 
“  with  salt."  Euthymius  thus  paraphrases  :  era;  (<r/m;)  kvpi 
(ttjj  rrpo;  Qtov  cjtfritfg)  a\m§r,ctrai,  ‘  every  (believer)  shall  be 
‘  seasoned  with  the  salt  (of  faith  towards  God).'  In  this 
figure  St.  Paul  speaks,  when  he  says  (1  Cor.  iii.  15);  “  he 
“  himself  shall  be  saved,  yet  so  as  by  fire and  St.  Peter 
(1  Ep.  c.  iv.  12);  “  think  it  not  strange  concerning  the  fiery 
“  trial  which  is  to  try  you"  which  figurative  fire ,  St.  Paul 
explains  where  he  says  (Eph.  vi.  12):  “  for  your  conflict  is 
“  not  against  flesh  and  blood  only,  but  against  principalities, 
“  against  authorities,  against  the  rulers  of  this  darkness,”  See. 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  1.  the  borders  of  Judea,  even  beyond  Jordan.]  u;  ru 
ogia  tt,;  lovdaiag,  xa/  (tv :  not,  5/a  too  cregav,  which  modern 
reading  is  contradicted  by  the  most  ancient  authorities.  It 
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may  be  observed,  that  the  ogia,  borders,  or  marches  of  a 
country,  were  not  ideal  lines  of  division,  but  narrow  neutral 
tracts,  from  which  both  adjoining  parties  abstained  from 
exercising  a  right  of  occupancy.  On  these  were  held  the 
uipogia  ayoga,  or  border-fairs ,  to  which  the  confining  nations 
resorted.  'O^ov  was  also  a  diminutive  of  og og,  a  mountain 
(Gloss,  ap.  Steph.);  and  we  see,  in  J.  Pollux  (lib.  ix.  §  8, 
and  notes),  how  readily  the  words  ©jjj  and  ogta  were  con¬ 
founded. 

Ver.  18.  Why  speakest  thou  to  me  of  goodness  ?]  /xo/  Xeyo?, 
not  /it  Xtyug :  So,  eoi  and  st  are  confounded  in  c.  ix.  45,  where 
the  Constant,  texts  generally  read  <ro/,  but  the  Alexand.,  st. 
(See  Annotation  to  Matt.  xix.  17.) 

Ver.  24.  how  hard  it  is  to  enter ,  &c.]  The  later  texts 
have  introduced,  from  the  preceding  verse,  the  words,  “for 
“  them  t/tat  trust  in  riches ,”  which  is  not  in  the  Vat.  MS. ; 
thus  contracting  the  extent  of  our  Lord’s  declaration,  which 
he  had  here  enlarged ;  and  diminishing  the  sphere  of  the 
awful  truth  which  it  imparts. 


CHAPTER  XII. 

Ver.  19.  Call  ye  him.]  The  junior  MSS.  read,  with  the 
modern  Vulgate,  tirrev  aurov  <puv7i6r}vai — 1  commanded  him  to 
1  be  called — prcccepit  ilium  vocari : '  the  senior  MSS.  read, 
iivtv'  <pu>v7\san  aurov — ‘  he  said,  Call  ye  him  '  I  can  discover 
no  reason  whatever  for  surrendering  the  senior  authority  to 
the  junior. 

Ver.  21.  that  I  may  see.]  ha  ava(3\t-^u.  This  verb  is  to  be 
taken  as  the  simple  verb,  ‘  that  I  may  see  ’  (not  ‘  see  again  ’), 
for  so  we  find  avapXtvu  applied  in  the  case  of  a  man  who 
never  saw,  in  John,  ix.  11,  15.  (See  Annot.  to  Luke,  xviii.  42.) 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  8.  which  they  had  cut  out  of  the  fields.']  The  Vat. 
MS.  thus  gives  this  verse  :  a/.Xo;  Se  srtfiaOug,  xo^pavre;  tx  ruv 
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aygm;  omitting  the  repetition  of  the  preceding  sentence, 
which  is  repeated  in  the  junior  texts.  (See  Annot.  to  Matt, 
xx.  26.)  Michaelis  ( Introd .  vol.  ii.  p.  305),  affirms,  that  the 
Cod.  L  or  r)  of  Stephens,  44  is  the  only  MS.  that  has  aygm 
“  for  bi\ <bgu>v  in  this  place,  which  (he  says)  is  undoubtedly  a 
44  false ,  but  a  very  ancient  Alexandrine  reading  :  I  call  it 
44  Alexandrine,  because  it  is  found,  not  only  in  the  Coptic 
u  version,  but  in  the  New  Syriac,  which  was  published  at 
44  Alexandria,  and  corrected  from  Alexandrine  MSS.”  But 
the  fact,  that  aygm  is  found  to  be  the  reading  of  the  most 
ancient  MS.  (though  unknown  to  Michaelis)  reverses  the 
evidence,  and  refutes  the  learned  German’s  criticism.  The 
received  reading  of  this  verse  i9  plainly  an  officious  adaptation 
of  St.  Mark’s  text  to  that  of  St.  Matthew. 

Ver.  10.]  Few  verses  have  experienced  more  interference 
than  this.  The  Vat.  MS.  gives  it  thus :  wXoyrifitvTi  q  eggo/unt 
(3a<ri\uu  rov  'Targes  lytm  Aafitb — 1  Blessed  i9  the  kingdom  of 
*  our  father  David,  that  cometh;’  omitting  ev  ovoiian  Kvgmf 
which  clause,  nevertheless,  it  reads  in  Matt.  xx.  27 ;  Luke, 
xix.  37  ;  and  John,  xii.  13.  Euthymius,  on  the  other  hand, 
expressly  says ;  M agxof  Se  Tgoffethixs,  xa i  euXoyrjfioevr]  rj  tg^o/nivy 
(3a<fi\tia  ev  ovofiarj  K ugiou  rov  cargos  rjfim  Aav/b — 4  Blit  Mark 
4  adds,  And  blessed  is  the  kingdom  that  cometh  in  the  name 
4  of  the  Lord  of  our  father  David'  This  last  is  the  common 
reading  of  the  Greek ;  which  Michaelis  has  peremptorily 
condemned,  on  a  ground  which  tends  strongly  to  defend  it : 
“  Ba etkua  (he  say9)  must  be  understood  before  rov  cargos  r,{j,m." 
But  there  is  no  such  necessity;  on  the  contrary,  K vgtov  rov 
•rar go s  r)fj.{uv  is  a  more  exact  description  of  the  4  kingdom.’  It 
was  with  reference  to  that  description,  that  our  Lord  shortly 
afterwards  questioned  the  Scribes,  *  how  the  Christ  could  be 
‘  both  the  Son,  and  the  Lord,  of  David?’  Here,  then,  is 
internal  evidence,  which  Michaelis  failed  to  discern,  and 
which  equiponderates  with  the  external.  Euthymius  perti¬ 
nently  remarks,  44  it  is  probable,  that  all  those  differing 
44  exclamations  were  uttered  by  the  multitude  that  went 
44  before  him,  and  followed  him.” — {Comm,  on  Matt.  xxi.  9.) 
That  the  c kingdom'  was  that  of 4  David's  Lord,’  is  unde¬ 
niable  ;  and  it  is,  therefore,  most  probable,  that  the  clause, 
iv  ovo'iart  K vgiov,  is  a  true  reading  of  Mark  in  this  place  :  l 
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have,  therefore,  preserved  it  in  this  Revision,  rendering  it 
literally  according  to  the  Greek,  which  our  revisers  appear 
to  have  purposely  avoided. 

Ver.  17.  a  house  of  prayer  for  all  nations.]  o/r.05  rr^oatu^r,; 
xXqdqdBrar  <7affi  roig  eQvediv  :  —  So  read  all  the  MSS.;  and  the 
Latin,  44  domus  orationis  omnibus  gentibus /*  Wiclif  rendered, 
11  myn  hous  schal  be  clepid  the  hous  of  preiying  to  alle  folkis.” 
His  revisers,  nevertheless,  have  altered  this  to,  “  My  house 
“  shall  be  called  of  all  nations  the  house  of  prayer/’  The 
passage  of  Isaiah,  Ivi.  7,  cited  by  our  Lord,  is  thus  rendered 
in  our  authorised  version:  “  mine  house  shall  be  called  an 
“  house  of  prayer  for  all  people and  the  Greek  is  verbatim 
the  same,  in  St.  Mark’s  Gospel  and  in  the  Septuagint. 
Macknight  duly  notices  this  defect,  and  observes :  “  the 
“  error  in  the  common  version  is  the  more  extraordinary, 
44  a9,  in  their  translation  of  Isaiah,  they  render  the  passage 
“  quoted,  4  for  all  people/  ”  This  contradiction  probably 
resulted,  from  the  distribution  of  the  Bible,  in  parts,  to 
different  bodies  of  revisers  ;  and  from  the  impatience  of  the 
public,  which  would  not  allow  them  the  time  requisite  for  a 
perfect  revisal  of  their  whole  work. 

Ver.  2<3,  of  the  common  text,  is  omitted  in  the  Vat.  MS. 
and  other  MSS.  and  versions ;  but,  whether  it  is  an  interpo¬ 
lation  from  Matt.  vi.  15,  of  that  text,  or  has  lapsed  from  the 
ancient  text  through  the  6/j,oiore>.eurov —  •ra^a'rrw/xara  y/xwv  — 
Taga-rrw/xara  upuv,  cannot  now  be  determined. 

Ver.  32.  We  know  not .]  See  Annot.  to  Malt.  xxi.  18. 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

Ver.  24.  In  the  resurrection.]  tv  ry  ciwaraau.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  clause  in  our  common  version,  4  when  they  shall  rise ,’ 
or av  avaarueiv,  is  not  in  the  most  ancient  MSS. ;  shewing, 
that  it  was  only  a  double  reading  of  the  former;  both  which 
have  become  united  in  the  later,  or  received  texts.  (See 
Preface,  p.  77.) 
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CHAPTER  XV. 

For  this  chapter  generally,  9ee  Annot.  oil  Matt.  xxiv. 

Ver.  14.]  The  words,  to  gy6(v  A aMJjX  rov  <rgo£»jroD — 

‘  spoken  of  by  Daniel  the  prophet /  are  not  read  in  this  place 
in  the  Vat.  and  Beza  MSS.,  and  are  plainly  a  supplementary 
interpolation  from  Matt.  xxiv.  15. 

Ib.  borders .]  See  Annot.  to  c.  xi.  1,  of  thi9  Gospel,  and 
to  Luke,  xxi.  21. 

Ver.  20.  those  whom  he  hath  chosen.]  The  Greek  phrase 
expresses  literally,  ‘  the  chosen  whom  he  hath  chosen,'  which 
is  an  idiomatic  pleonasm,  signifying  only,  *  those  whom  he 
1  hath  chosen .’  By  transfusing  the  idiom  into  the  transla¬ 
tion,  and  rendering,  as  our  version,  *  the  elect  whom  he  hath 
1  chosen ,’  false  ideas  and  false  distinctions  are  raised  in  the 
mind,  misleading  the  English  reader,  and  leading  to  ulterior 
errors.  (See  Preface,  p.  84,  5.) 

Ver.  32.  neither  can  know.~\  We  come  now  to  a  passage 
of  the  highest  importance.  This  is  one  of  those  passages 
which,  as  was  before  observed  (Preface,  p.  25),  appear  to 
have  been  left  to  the  operation  of  ordinary  causes  in  human 
writing  and  transcription,  for  the  trial  and  proof  of  our 
faith,  our  diligence,  and  our  integrity,  in  “  searching  the 
“  Scriptures.”  The  application  of  these  qualities  to  this 
place,  imperatively  demands,  in  the  first  instance,  the  obli¬ 
teration  of  all  prejudicate  impressions.  To  effect  this,  we 
cannot  take  our  first  ground  on  any  printed  text,  or  even  on 
any  MS.  more  modern  than  the  use  of  uncial  and  undivided 
writing.  I  am  unable  to  produce  &  facsimile  of  this  passage 
as  it  stands  on  the  pages  of  the  Vatican  and  Ephrem  MSS.  ; 
but  in  the  Beza  and  Alexandrian  MSS.  it  stands  as  already 
given  in  the  Preface,  p.  66.  That  uncial  and  undivided 
writing,  is  thus  divided  and  written  in  the  smaller  Greek 
character  of  our  printed  texts  : 

Se  rr,;  r,(J.ega;  txuvr,g,  r.cti  ri}g  wgas,  ov&tig  o/6ev,  ok3e  oi  ayyO.oi 
oi  tv  ovgav'jj,  ovfie  ©  T ioc,  ei  fir,  o  IIuTr,e  : 
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which  words  yield  the  following  literal  import  in  English  : 

“  But,  of  that  day  and  that  hour  no  one  knoweth,  not  the 
“  angels  in  heaven,  nor  the  Son,  but  the  Father.” 

In  the  Vatican  MS.  the  passage  stands  thus : 

cr eg/  be  rrg,  i/flbegcts  cxe/vijg,  i)  ri;g  vgag,  ovSe/g  oidev,  ovde  uyyeXog 
ev  ovgavw,  ovde  oviog  e/  pr\  6  n arr,o. 

In  the  Ephrem  MS.,  thus: 

* 

rreg/  Se  njg  7,pegag  exe/vqg,  r\  rrjg  ujgug,  cvde/g  o/dev,  ovde  o'/  ayye).o/ 
ev  ougotvtfj,  ovde  ov/og  ti  (lt\  6  Tlarr/O. 

In  the  Alex.  MS.,  thus  : 

Tfg/  5g  77]g  rjpegag  exe/v7,g  i)  ajgag,  ovde/g  o/dev,  ovde  o'/  uyyeX oi  ev 
ovgavu/,  ovde  ovg  u  pi)  6  Tlarqg. 

The  Beza  MS.  reads  thus : 

oreg/  5e  rrjg  rifiitgag  exe/vr.g,  xa/  ti ig  ugag,  ouSt/g  o/dev,  ovde  o /  ayyeXo/ 
ev  tw  ougavv,  ovde  ov/og  e/  pr\  6  vrarijg. 

It  is  here  seen,  that  the  oldest  MS.  reads  ayyeXog  in  the 
singular,  without  the  article,  whereas  the  three  junior  MSS. 
read  oi  ayyeXo/,  in  the  plural,  with  the  article.  The  received 
text  follows  these  copies  in  reading  o )  ctyyek o/,  but  it  follows 
the  Cod.  Bez<E  in  reading  xa/?  in  place  of  the  more  ancient  n 
(which  last  Scholz  has  restored) ;  and  it  superadds  oi  before 
ev  ovg.,  after  some  of  the  very  recent  copies.  The  Vatican 
reading  is,  therefore,  that  which  plain  reason  and  critical 
accuracy,  equally,  enjoin  us  to  adhere  to. 

Now,  it  is  impossible  for  any  one,  well  conversant  with 
the  Evangelical  Scriptures,  to  read  this  passage,  without 
being  sensible  of  an  essential  contradiction  between  what  it 
expresses,  and  what  is  elsewhere  solemnly  and  repeatedly 
declared  in  the  same  Scriptures.  Our  Lord  asserted,  that 
“  the  Father  hath  committed  all  judgment  to  the  Son — and 
“  hath  given  him  authority  to  execute  judgment  (John,  v. 
“  22-27).  That,  the  Father  hath  given  to  him  all  power 
11  in  heaven  and  earth  (Matt,  xxviii.  18).  That,  whatsoever 
“  things  the  Father  doth,  these  also  the  Son  doth  likewise 
u  (John,  v.  18);  and,  that  the  Father  hath  given  his  Spirit, 
“  without  measure ,  to  the  Son  ( ih .  iii.  34).  That,  in  him  are 
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“  hidden  all  the  treasures  of  wisdom  and  knowledge  (Col. 
“  ii.  3).”  We  are  assured,  that  “  the  Spirit  searcheth  all 
a  things ,  even  the  depths ,  (3a6r„  i.  c.  the  profoundest  secrets 
“  of  God ;”  that  “  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  resides  in 
“  the  Son ”  (1  Cor.  ii.  10;  Col.  ii.  9);  and,  “  that  He  and 
u  the  Father  are  One."  We  see  our  Lord  describing  the 
circumstances  of  his  own  future  judgment-day,  and  himself 
as  the  Masterf  who  is  to  surprise  his  servants  by  coining 
suddenly  upon  them.  Speaking  of  himself,  in  the  third 
person,  he  says,  “  The  Son  of  Man  cometh  at  an  hour  that 
“  ye  think  not;”  but,  9peaking  in  the  first  person,  he  says, 
“  /  will  come  on  thee  as  a  thief: — behold,  I  come  quickly, 
“  and  my  reward  is  with  me!”  Yet,  we  are  called  upon  to 
believe,  from  this  single  sentence,  nay,  from  one  wordy  or 
rather  one  letter  only  of  this  sentence,  that  he  is  ignorant  of 
11  the  day  and  hour”  of  that  judgment  which  he  himself  is 
to  execute. 

Though  former  ages  may  have  been  left  without  the  means 
of  reconciling  this  seeming  contradiction,  those  means  are  at 
length  supplied  to  the  present  age.  Our  experience  has 
taught  U9,  in  all  cases  of  apparent  contradiction,  to  look 
carefully  on  the  opposing  texts,  and  to  see  if  either  of  them 
contains  in  itself  the  elements  of  reconciliation.  Such  ele¬ 
ments,  in  the  present  case,  will  not  be  long  in  revealing 
themselves  to  such  a  scrutiny.  In  re-examining  with  attention 
the  undivided  uncial  writing  of  the  ancient  texts,  we  discern 
a  transcriptural  error,  partly  caused  by  the  frequent  alterna¬ 
tions  of  o/  and  ooy  in  the  preceding  context,  which  alternations 
have  produced  the  reading,  oviog  for  0/05,  in  this  place.  From 
that  sphalma  sprang  the  reading,  6  viog.  But,  the  adjective, 
oiog,  in  its  sense  of  *  tulis  —  qui  possit will  easily  vindicate 
its  title  to  become  the  reconciler  of  this  apparent  contra¬ 
diction.  We  find  a  corresponding  use  of  0/05  in  Chrysostom 
( de  S.  Pentecostet  p.  1G9):  uff-rtgy  $r\<n>  tu  ev  biavoia  rou  avOgu^ov 
0 up/  oiov  re  ersg ov  nva  (ibsvai,  aXX'  uvrog  /iovog  0/6 e  ra  eccurou'  ojtv 
y.ai  ra  too  0eou  0 udag  oibe v  a  /in  to  ww/ia  rov  Qeov  (i.  e. 

(6  oct offToXog)  rivet  Ingov  ovx  oiov  re  (avai)  tidtvai  ra :  Conf.  1  Cor. 
ii.  11,  ng  ofbsv  uvdgu-~o)v  ra  rou  uvDgwrou) — “As  no  other  can 
“  know  the  thoughts  which  are  in  the  mind  of  a  man,  but 
“  the  man  alone  knows  his  own  thoughts;  so,  no  one  knows 
“  the  thoughts  of  God,  but  the  Spirit  of  God.” 
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The  sentence  of  Mark  will  then  stand  thus  :  reoi  be  rr,; 
7\fiega;  exeivr,;,  7j  7-755  ot jbei;  oibev,  cubs  ayye\o;  ev  ougavur  cubs 

do;,  e  1  (tri  6  TLarr.p — ‘  but,  of  that  day,  or  hour,  no  one  know- 

*  eth,  not  an  angel  in  heaven;  neither  can  know ,  but  the 

*  Father.'  With  a  kindred  sense  our  Lord  said  to  his  dis¬ 
ciples,  “  It  is  not  for  you  to  know  times  and  seasons,  which 
“  the  Father  hath  reserved  for  his  own  authority” — 00%  C/iuv 
tan  yvuvai  xgovov;,  &c-  (Acts,  i.  7);  which  is  the  same  as  if  he 
had  said,  ovy  okt  eare  yvuvai —  non  tales  estis  ut  sciatis. 

The  sacred  writers  enforce  a  negative  affirmation,  by 
subjoining  a  negation  of  potentiality ;  and  our  Lord  used 
the  same  mode  of  enforcement  in  this  place.  So  St.  Paul, 
in  Rom.  viii.  7,  TO  <f:guvr,;ia  rr);  aaoy.o; —  r p  vo/iy  rov  Qeov  ovy 
v  nor  affair  at,  ov  be  yag  bvvarui —  The  carnal  mind — is  not  subject 
to  the  law  of  God,  neither  can  (be  subject).  St.  John  affirms, 
&eov  oubei;  eugaxe  nunare  • — “  no  one  hath  seen  God  at  any 
“  time;”  which  affirmation  St.  Paul  thus  enforces:  bv  ovbei; 
eibev ,  oufo  eibem  bvvarui —  “  Whom  no  one  hath  seen ,  neither 
u  can  see.  And  again,  4 ‘vyjv.o;  avdguno;  ou  beyirai — xai  ou 
buvarat  yvuvai — ‘  apprehendeth  not,  and  cannot  understand.’ 
We  find  the  same  mode  of  enforcement  in  Virgil, 

“  nihil  ille  nec  ausus ,  nec  potuit ." 

This  sense,  of  potentiality ,  was  sometimes  expressed  by 
buvarat ,  or  bwaro 5,  and  sometimes  by  the  adjective  ok;.  It 
was  formerly  thought,  that  oio;  did  not  express  *  qui  potest ,’ 
unless  followed  by  the  particle  re  {ok;  re) ;  but  the  more 
accurate  scholars  of  later  times  have  demonstrated,  from 
the  writings  of  the  best  Greek  authors  in  prose  and  verse, 
that  ok;,  alone,  and  ok;  re,  equally  possess  that  significa¬ 
tion.  Thus  Viger  (c.  iii.  s.  8,  %  9),  “  ok;  —  sumitur  avn  rov 
“  bvvaffOai ;  nam  et  oio;  re  eanv,  et  ok;  effn ,  sine  re,  significat 
“  bwara/,  potest.” —  “  0/05,  cum  infinitivo  eleganter  jungitur, 
lt  eWemnxu;,  idque  sive  preecedat  roiovro ;,  sive  reticeatur.” — 
{ib.  §  6).  With  roiovro;  expressed,  Budseus  {Comment.  Ling . 
Gr.  p.840),  cites  from  Aristotle  {Ethic  \ ii.),  b  fj,ev  <pvaet  roiovro; 
ok;  [irj  qbeiodat  rraga  rov  Xoyov,  et  b'  oio ;  rjbeia&ai ,  aWa  fir,  ayeff&ai — 
With  roiovro;  suppressed,  we  find  in  J.  Pollux,  iv.  ^  20,  ok; 
eyetga/  Svfiov — “  qui  possit  animum  concitare  §  39,  ok;  6v/iov 
xoifiiffat  —  “qui  possit  animum  comprimere.”  “  Cogimur 
“  (says  Stephens)  utiverbo  ‘ posse ’  interdum  in  interpretatione 
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“  hujus  vocabuli  (o/o$),  juucti  itidem  infinitivo.”  —  Sic  ap. 
AristOt.  Polit.  iil.  6  vo/iog,  oyp/  o/o$  Koiuv  ayaQoug  %cu  dixa /ou$ 
roy$  croX/ras — “  qui  minime  facere  possit  (at  Badseus  vertit).” 
In  this  chapter  of  Mark,  we  find  ohg  both  with  and  without 
roiovrog :  1 .  with  roiourog,  in  the  simple  sense  of  ‘  talis  qualis 
(v.  19,  oia  ou  yeyove  ro/awrj?)  :  and  2.  without  rowvrog,  in  its 
enforced  sense  of  *  qui  possit,'  in  the  passage  before  us. 

The  fulness  of  the  sentence  would  be  this :  OTAEI2 
OIA  EX,  OTAE  A1TEA02  EX  OTPAXH*  OTAE  To/ouro$  *<*tiv 
0102  tibtvai  (or,  OTAE  0102  etfriv  eibevcti)  El  MU  O  FIATHP. 
The  first  ellipsis ,  common  in  the  Greek,  is  that  of  rotovrog. 
The  next  common  ellipsis,  is  that  of  the  infinitive,  eidevou, 
understood  from  oiotv :  “  the  infinitive  is  often  wanting,  when 
“  it  can  be  supplied,  either  from  the  context  or  otherwise.” — 
(Matthi^,  p.  734.)  These  ellipses  would  reduce  the  sen¬ 
tence  to,  ovfc  0/0$  eariv,  ei  fir,  6  rrarr,^.  The  last  ellipsis  is  that 
of  the  substantive  verb,  etjnv:  “  tcriv,  aliquando  Attice,  brevi- 
11  tatis  causa  omittitur,  cum  quibusdam  praecipue  nomiriibus, 
41  ut  o iov,  royro,  &c.”  —  (Viger,  c.  5.  s.  6.  §3.)  But,  in  this 
place,  it  seems  to  be  rather  the  abruptness  characteristic  of 
St.  Mark  ;  as  in  the  following  passages,  compared  with  the 
corresponding  passages  in  Matthew : 


St.  Matthew. 

C.  xix.  26.  Gr.  tcx^x  x*0(>cj7rot$ 

TOVTO  X^VfX TOV  t<7Tt. 

xxii.  38.  XVTt)  £<TT»  7T£4>T)J  KX 1 
p.iyab.T,  iVTOhr). 

XXIV,  6.  OVTU  iff T/  TO  TtAOf. 

xxvi.  22.  ^4>JT/  lyu  UfUy 
John,  C.  viii.  15.  x-vs  olrog  V(J| Zfi- 

ftXTU  0/5e,  ft.fl  fiifLX01\K(i>$  ; 


St.  Mark. 

C.  X.  27.  Gr.  ICXQX  XV0f>6>7TOfS 

TOVTO  X^VVXTOP. 

xii.  30.  xtirt)  'rr^UTv,  ivToXri, 

Xlii.  7.  0V7TU  TO  T fXog. 
xiv.  19.  firjTt  iyo> ; 

VI.  2.  7ro6tV  TOVTU  TXVTX  i 


We  are  instructed,  by  manuseriptural  experience, 

"  Corruntpitur  <  in  v  —  /  in  a — et  contra ,*  Canter,  supra ,  p.  54. 

“  Habet  Cant.  Cod.  Tpro  01 — 01  pro  T,  Kipling’s  Proleg.  p.  xiii 
“  T  ponitur  pro  01,  Griesb.  Sym.  Crit.  tom.  i.  p.  Ixviii.  Cod.  L. 

“  Confunduntur  v  et  oi  —  a  et  v,  Steph.  Tkes.  Valpy,  p.  9739.” 

also,  o  and  ou,  Pref.  p.  62,  c.  4. 


‘  l- 1,  v,  et  bi,  stcpissimc  inter  ae  mutuo  corrumpiiiilnr.” — Caster,  a)'. 
.4rist.  Jebh.  tom.  ii.  p.  (!22. 
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Now,  9ince  these  several  letters  are  so  continually  inter¬ 
changed  in  ancient  Greek  manuscript,  who  shall  pronounce, 
from  the  letters  alone ,  whether  the  uncial  writing  is  to  he 
read,  mog  or  ov/ogl  If  we  are  elsewhere  told,  or  if  it  is  any 
where  else  implied,  that  the  Son  is  ignorant  of  the  day  of 
his  own  final  judicatory,  we  shall  read  ovt ogy  and  divide  6  vlog 
— filius ;  if,  on  the  contrary,  we  are  assured  that  the  Son  is 
omniscient,  we  shall  read  oiog —  tails — qui  possit :  but,  in  ages 
devoid  of  all  critical  wakefulness,  the  relation  implied  in 
crarrjg,  was  alone  sufficient  to  detwmine  the  reading  to  6  vlog. 

Yet,  this  does  not  exclude  the  Son.  We  read  in  Matt, 
xi.  27,  and  Luke,  x.  22 :  “  no  one  knoweth  the  Son  but  the 
u  Father;  neither  knoweth  any  one  the  Father  but  the  Son, 
and  he  to  whom  the  Son  will  reveal  him:'  now,  it  is  mani¬ 
fest,  that  we  are  left  to  understand,  in  the  first  clause  also, 
44  and  he  to  whom  the  Father  will  reveal  him."  It  is  the  same 
in  this  place  :  the  exception,  44  and  he  to  whom  the  Father  will 
u  reveal  it"  is  necessarily  latent  in  this  proposition,  as  in 
the  former.  These  are,  “  the  times  which  the  Father  hath 
44  reserved  to  his  own  authority  "  to  conceal  or  disclose ;  and 
we  are  assured  by  our  Lord  himself,  in  John,  v.  19,  that 
44  the  Father  loveth  the  Son,  and  sheweth  him  all  things 
“  that  himself  doeth." 

The  reading,  olog,  is  further  confirmed  by  the  primitive 
reading,  ayytXog,  in  the  singular,  without  the  article;  and 
thus,  this  adjective  (inadvertently  written  oviog,  in  a  very 
early  age,  and  from  thence  erroneously  divided,  6  vlogt)  re¬ 
conciles  this  passage  of  St.  Mark  with  all  the  rest  of  the 
Evangelical  Scriptures.  But,  vlog  having  once  gained  admit¬ 
tance  into  a  copy,  as  Uergog,  in  Matt.  xvi.  13,  and  Xptrog, 
in  Philipp,  i.  21,  a  misplaced  reverence  for  those  words 
caused  them  to  retain  their  stations.  And  thus,  we  perceive 
the  justness  of  Iioogeveen’s  remark,  that  the  climax  ends  in 
ovde  ayyiXog  (or,  according  to  the  received  reading,  ovfo  cl 
uyyeXoi )  :  44  Ubi,  recensitis  levioribus,  negando  aliquid  maxime 
“  adstrictum  voluerunt  Graeci,  liuic  prcefigere  amaverunt  oude, 
44  i.  e.  ne  quidem:  cujus  particulae  hie  usus  est,  ut  nullam 
44  exceptionem  patietur,  ut  in  Act.  Apost.  vii.  5,  xai  oux  eScoxe 
li  avrw  xXr^ovo'Liav  ev  a urrlf  ovdz  f3r,/j.a  rrohog.  Et  Matt.  xxiv.  36, 
44  -Ttigt  5e  rrjg  r/fiegag  exe/vr,g  xat  rrig  ugr/.g  ov&tig  ovbt  oi  uyyO-oi 

44  tm  ovguvuv." — (tie  Part.  p.  439.) 
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It  has  been  made  a  question,  whether  this  clause  existed 
originally  in  St.  Matthew’s  Gospel,  as  well  as  in  that  of 
St.  Mark.  It  is  certainly  in  St.  Matthew’s  text,  in  the 
Vatican ,  and  Beza,  and  other  MSS.;  in  the  old  Jerusalem- 
Syriac,  and  other  ancient  versions;  and  is  cited  from  thence 
by  some  ancient  fathers :  yet,  it  is  disowned  by  others.  As 
we  now  discern  the  true  reading  of  the  clause,  it  is  a  question 
of  little  importance;  and  we  may  say,  with  Grotius :  “  It  is 
“  of  little  moment  whether  we  read  it  in  Matthew,  or  not; 
“  for  no  one  endeavours  to  expunge  it  from  Mark:”  and 
if  Mark  abridged  Matthew’s  Gospel,  there  is  a  possibility 
that  it  existed  in  his  original.  At  the  same  time,  since 
Matthew  has  povog  after  Uurr, £,  which  Mark  has  not,  it 
appears  more  probable  that  the  former  wrote  only,  a  fj.7}  6 
Tlarrig  /xovos,1  which  the  latter  equivalently  expressed  by,  ou5e 
oiosy  n  w  6  Uarr^y  so  that  the  latter  reading  has  been  trans¬ 
fused  into  Matthew  from  Mark.  Nevertheless,  as  the  clause 
exists  in  the  Vat.  copy,  I  have  deemed  it  obligatory  to  pre¬ 
serve  it  in  this  Revision. 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

Ver.  2.  Not  during  the  feast ]  w  ev  rrj  eogrp.  We  have 
seen  (Matt.  xxvi.  17),  that  the  1  feast-day’  was  the  day  fol¬ 
lowing  the  slaughter  of  the  Paschal  Lamb.  To  avoid  a 
general  disturbance  on  that  1  feast-day,’  “  which  was  a  great 
11  day,”  the  Jewish  priests  were  desirous  to  dispatch  our 
Lord  previously  to  the  festival ;  and  the  evangelist  proceeds 
to  shew  how  they  effected  their  purpose,  by  reverting  to  an 
incident  that  occurred  three  days  before.  (John,  xii.  1-8.) 

Ver.  3.  turning  over  the  box.]  The  common  reading  of 
the  Greek  is,  suvr^affa in  the  Vulgate,  “  fracto  alabastro;” 
our  version,  after  Wiclif,  reads,  “  brake  the  box.”  Had 
former  ages  been  aware,  how  little  authority  in  MSS.  single 

1  Not  fi.ov  fiovof,  as  in  the  rec.  text :  pou,  ft,  ‘  my'  has  plainly  arisen  from  a 
repetition  of  the  p  of  /tovof,  for  it  is  not  found  in  any  of  the  oldest  MSS.  or 
versions  ;  and  has  been  inadvertently  admitted  into  this  Revision  :  — -rarr.o,  is 
to  be  understood  here  as  in  va.rv£  hftuv  in  the  *  Lord's  Prayer  ;  and  as  defined 
by  St.  Paul  in  Kph.  iii.  l.‘l  (of  this  Revision),  where  see  the  Annotation. 
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vowels  possess  for  determining  a  reading  ;  how  frequent  were 
the  exchanges  of  vowels,  as  of  /  and  e ;  the  sense  alone  would 
have  caused  evvTgi^aea,  ‘  breaking to  be  corrected  to  auvrgt- 
4'aira,  *  turning  over*  Diodorus  Siculus  (lib.  xv.  c.  17)  uses 
the  verb  ewrgeircu  (euvererguvro),  which  he  immediately  explains 
by,  rgonyi  yevofMV7}.  This  verb,  though  rare,1  is  found  in  the 
Greek  of  the  Septuagint,  but  is  changed  to  euer^t<pu  in  some 
copies.  It  was  highly  improbable  that  the  vessel  should  have 
been  ‘broken  to  produce  the  discharge  of  its  contents,  which 
it  would  deliver  out  by  the  same  orifice  by  which  it  had 
received  them.  2uvr£«^a< ra,  *  converso  alabastro,’  needs  little 
of  critical  argument,  at  the  present  day,  to  establish  it  as  the 
true  reading. 

Ib.  poured  the  whole  on  his  head.]  xareyeev  a utou  rr,v 
xtp(t\r,v :  —  So  reads  the  Vat.  MS.  —  *  perfudit  caput  ejus.’ 
The  later  MSS.  insert  xarat  which  reduces  the  meaning  to 
‘  defundOy  or  simply,  *  to  pour  down.’  Without  the  separate 
preposition,  xara,  xareyjsv  has  the  full  force  of  ‘  per f undo— 
1  to  pour  all  over,  which  is  plainly  its  meaning  here. 

Ver.  22.  take  this]  All  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and 
versions  read,  Xa/3ere,  rouro  ten  r.  a.  /m.  ;  without  paytre ,  *  cat ; 
which  is  a  later  insertion,  from  Matt.  xxvi.  26,  to  supply 
what  the  philoponist  deemed  defective. 

Ver.  31.  he  said  the  more  vehemently .]  The  Vat .  MS. 
reads,  o  txeregieeug  eXeye :  the  rec.  text  reads,  o  be  ex  rriyeeov 
eXeye  /xetXXov.  Matthaei,  sensible  of  the  redundancy  of  tiaXXov 
in  this  sentence,  describes  it  justly,  1  duplex  lectio  temere 
4  conflata ;  but  he  quarrels  with  tx^egieeu;,  adding,  <(  nec  in 
44  Marco  probandum.”  Yet  it  is  the  reading  also  of  the 
Codd.  Ephr.  and  liezce ,  the  two  next  most  ancient  copies. 
Matthsei's  objection,  therefore,  appears  to  be  overruled  by 
the  concurrent  testimony  of  those  three  ancient  witnesses, 
although  the  word  is  not  elsewhere  found.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  structure  of  the  word,  more  than  in  txbr,Xug,  txfLtr^ugy 
&c.,  to  render  it  other  than  probable,  that  it  was  a  popular 
form  in  the  Hellenistic  phraseology  to  which  St.  Mark  was 
accustomed. 

1  The  verb  <rvvT£vra>,  omitted  in  Stephens’  original  Thesaurus ,  is  supplied 
in  Valpy’s  edition  of  that  work,  with  authorities. 
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Ver.  41.  afterward .]  to  /.oicrov :  ~  See  Anuol.  to  Matt, 
xx vi.  4a,  and  Preface ,  p.  8. 

Ib.  the  time  is  past.]  a *tyti.  By  adhering  to  the  sense  of 
vop*u>  iyw  in  oztyuy  (see  Annot.  to  Matt.  vi.  2,  p.  137),  and, 
understanding  tyu  in  its  sense  of  si/li,  we  appear  to  obtain 
t lie  true  force  of  this  disputed  word.  Our  Lord,  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  his  prayer,  found  his  disciples  sleeping,  whilst, 
at  the  same  time,  he  beheld  the  near  approach  of  the  traitor 
and  his  escort.  He  therefore  said  to  them,  “  Sleep  and  take 
“  your  rest  hereafter;  the  time  (or  hour)  of  sleep  is  now  gone 
“  by:  —  rropeoj  vuv  tonv  t\  ueo  to  y  y.uOtv&eiv :  idou,  rd.Otv  i)  ugat  <$:c. 
“  — behold,  the  hour  is  come  when  the  Son  of  Man  is  be- 
“  trayed  into  the  hands  of  sinners:  arise,  let  us  go  forward.” 
It  has  been  attempted  to  find  the  meaning  of  amyn  in  this 
passage,  by  comparing  it  with  ixavov  ton  in  Luke,  xxii.  37 ; 
between  which  two  passages  there  is  no  analogy  or  relation 
whatever.  On  the  latter  occasion,  our  Lord  had  ordered  his 
disciples  to  provide  a  sword ,  with  secret  knowledge  of  the 
purpose  to  which  it  was  to  be  applied,  namely,  for  the  last 
manifestation  of  his  divine  power  in  miraculous  benevolence 
(Luke,  ib.  48).  On  the  disciples  replying,  ‘  here  are  two 
‘  swords,’  our  Lord  rejoined,  \x avo*  ton  —  ‘  it  is  sufficient ,’ 
(i.e.  for  the  purpose  I  intend).  In  the  case  with  which  we 
are  now  engaged,  the  sense  of  1  suffic'd  —  it  is  enough ,  or 
1  sufficientf  *s  wholly  alien,  and  irrelative. 

Ver.  72.  when  he  thought  thereon.]  mfiaXuv  {sub.  auru, 
sc.  tu  gjj/xar/).  St.  Mark's  abruptness  of  expression  has  caused 
that  obscurity  in  this  sentence  which  made  Campbell  remark, 

“  There  are  not  many  words  in  Scripture  which  have  uuder- 
“  gone  more  interpretations  than  this  term.”  That  obscurity 
arises  from  the  object  of  fn{3u7.uv  being  left  by  Mark  in 
ellipsis ;  which  object  is  shewn,  by  the  passage  quoted  by 
Campbell  from  Phavorinus,  Tig  vo^uars  rj  tgyu,  nyouv 

7ixgi(3ufitvug  xai  emruyug  von.  So  here,  with  the  object  expressed, 
a.vifLvi)<jQe  to  fTj.aa  ug,  Vat.  (not  701/  0 j)  —  xoi  erifiocXuv  (a yrw,  SC. 
tu  g7) ii.tt.Ti)  tx7-o.it.  Our  revisers  have,  therefore,  correctly 
rendered  this  disputed  word. 
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CHAPTER  XVII. 

Ver.  3.]  Our  English  version  adopts  the  interpolation 
of  some  of  the  later  MSS.,  which  add,  at  the  close  of  this 
verse,  ay tos  8e  ovftev  a 'inxgivaTo  —  but  he  answered  nothing.  This 
insertion  from  Matt,  xxvii.  12,  is  not  in  the  ancient  MSS., 
but  is  left  for  inference  in  ver.  5  :  the  clause  is  now  rejected, 
by  the  latest  editors  of  the  Greek. 

Ver.  8.  went  up.~\  am /3a$:  So  the  Vat.  and  most  ancient 
MSS.  and  versions,  from  whence  Wiclif  rendered,  *  was  gone 
‘  up ;  not  ava(3o7)<sa$,  i  crying  aloud,'  as  our  revised  version 
has  substituted  from  the  later  Greek  text9  adopted  by 
Erasmus.  Yet,  that  learned  editor  has,  with  admirable 
acuteness  and  penetration,  observed  in  his  note  :  “  Quoniam 
“  constanter  dissonant  a  Latinis  exemplaria  Graeca,  in  con - 
“  jecturam  venio ,  interpretem  aliud,  atque  nos  legimus, 
“  legisse;  nisi  fallor,  avafiritfas  pro  avafBorjeagV  (See  Preface, 
p.  76.) 

Ver.  25.  The  third  hour.]  —  so  records  St.  Mark  in 
all  the  MSS.,  ancient  and  modern.  To  reconcile  an  assumed 
discordance  between  this  evangelist  and  St.  John,  respecting 
the  hour  at  which  our  Lord’s  crucifixion  took  place,  various 
have  been  the  efforts  of  ingenuity  exercised  by  ancient  and 
modern  commentators ;  and  all  have  proved  equally  unsatis¬ 
factory  and  perplexing  to  themselves  and  to  their  readers, 
and  in  the  end,  totally  unsuccessful.  Campbell  say9  (note  2 
to  John,  xix.  14) :  u  The  common  hypothesis  is,  that  some 
“  early  transcriber  has  mistaken  r,  the  numeral  mark  for  3, 
“  for  the  sr,  the  mark  for  6,  and  thus  has  substituted  Ury 
“  instead  of  T^/r7j.”  That  ancient  effort  of  hypothesis,  ascribed 
to  Eusebius,  is  fully  stated  in  the  notes  of  Birch,  and  of 
Matthau  (1st  ed .),  on  John,  xix.  14.  But,  let  us  take  a 
review  of  the  whole  question. 

Matthew,  Mark,  and  Luke,  unite  in  relating,  that  when 
our  Lord  had  hung  on  the  cross  till  the  sixth  hour ,  darkness 
arose,  at  that  hour,  over  the  whole  land.  It  is  manifest, 
therefore,  that  our  Lord  was  already  on  the  cross  before  the 
sixth  hour ,  and  that  he  had  been  there  for  a  time  sufficiently 
long  for  all  the  previous  incidents  recorded  to  have  taken 
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place.  He  was,  therefore,  not  crucified  at  the  sixth  hour. 
St.  Mark  records,  expressly,  “  it  was  the  third  hour,  xa i, 
“  i.  e.  when ,  they  crucified  him.”  We  must  now  examine, 
what  contradiction  these  statements  sustain  from  the  text  of 
St.  John.  “  Pilate  brought  Jesus  forth,  and  sat  down  on 
“  the  judgment-seat  in  a  place  that  is  called  the  ‘Pavement,’ 
“  but  in  the  Hebrew,  Gabbatha,  and  it  was  the  preparation 
“of  the  Passover:  it  was  about  the  sixth  hour:  and  he 
“  saith  to  the  Jews,  Behold  your  king!” — ago.  tjv  ug  Ixr^  ; 
this,  without  the  copulate  6t —  *  and,’  is  the  reading  of  the 
Vat.,  Alex.,  Codd.  L,  with  a  multitude  of  later  copies.  The 
expulsion  of  r,v — ‘  was,'  in  order  to  substitute  the  copulate 
i$e,  is  traced  to  the  Beza  MS.  D,  which  also  changed  to 
rg/T7j,  to  force  a  harmony  with  St.  Mark.  This  clause,  how¬ 
ever,  9tands  absolute  in  the  authoritative  texts,  without  any 
connexion  with  the  preceding  and  following  contexts ;  thus 
interrupting  the  narrative. 

That  the  ‘  sixth  hour  *  was  a  notable  hour  in  those  tran¬ 
sactions,  we  learn  from  the  preceding  triple  testimony  ;  but, 
not  on  account  of  the  crucifixion  of  our  Lord  taking  place 
at  that  hour.  Luke,  xxiii.  42,  has  a  corresponding  clause 
to  that  of  John  :  rjv  u<rei  ugee  exrij —  ‘  it  was  now  about 
‘  the  sixth  hour'  Both  clauses  must  relate  to  the  same 
circumstances ;  but  this  of  Luke  does  not  relate  to  Pilate’s 
judgment-seat,  and,  therefore,  that  of  John  was  not  de¬ 
signed  for  that  period.  By  every  admitted  rule  of  evidence, 
and  by  all  our  experience  in  manuscriptural  criticism,  we 
are  brought  to  this  conclusion ;  viz.  that  the  historical  fact 
was,  as  it  is  collected  from  Matthew',  Mark,  and  Luke; 
that,  the  ‘ sixth  hour'  mentioned  in  St.  John,  must  relate  to 
the  period  of  the  ‘sixth  hour'  recorded  by  those  other  evan¬ 
gelists  ;  that,  the  clause  has,  in  a  very  early  age,  been  omitted 
by  some  transcriber,  and  inserted  in  the  margin ;  and,  being 
an  unconnected  and  isolated  paragraph,  containing  nothing 
in  itself  that  could  guide  the  corrector  in  reinstating  it,  that 
it  has  been  erroneously  replaced. 

Euthymius,  with  the  criticism  of  the  l*2th  century,  thus 
reverses  this  argument.  “  But,  he  was  crucified,  as  John 
“  says ,  at  the  sixth  hour.  What,  then,  are  we  to  say  ?  namely, 
“  that  what  is  said  by  Mark,  ‘  it  was  the  third  hour,'  does 
“  not  pertain  to  what  follows,  ‘  and  they  crucified  him  ;  but, 
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“  to  the  commencement  of  the  sufferings  which  our  Saviour 
“  endured.  He  says,  1  it  was  the  third  hour ;  that  is  to  say, 
“  when  he  began  to  suffer  from  the  soldiers  of  Pilate.  What 
“  follows,  is  to  be  read  separately,  ‘  and  they  crucified  him;' 
“  namely,  at  the  sixth  hour.  The  third  hour,  therefore, 
“  mentioned  by  Mark,  denotes  the  beginning  of  what  the 
li  Lord  suffered  ;  but  the  sixth,  mentioned  by  John,  shews 
“  the  termination,  namely,  the  crucifixion.”  Unfortunately 
for  this  expositor,  Mark  alone  speaks  expressly  to  *  the  hour  ’ 
of  our  Lord’s  crucifixion  :  “It  was  the  third  hour,  when  they 
“  crucified  him.”  There  is  no  biblical  tiro  at  the  present 
day  who  is  ignorant,  that  xai  in  this  sentence  is  a  Hebraism, 
and  signifies  ore- — when.  Whereas,  Euthymius  affirms,  rashly 
and  falsely,  “  that  ‘  John  says’  he  was  crucified  at  the  sixth 
“  hour” — ev  wry  uga  tarcujguQr},  xadug  6  Iuavvr,g  <pri<u'  (Comment, 
on  Mark,  xv.  25);  for,  John  does  not  speak  to  the  time  of 
the  crucifixion.  Euthymius  here  shews  himself  to  have 
been  an  interpreter  of  the  kind  described  by  Jerom  (see 
above,  Pref.  p.  36),  who,  when  some  one  of  the  evangelists 
had  expressed  the  same  thing  differently  from  another,  take 
upon  themselves  to  fix  the  standard  Gospel  by  which  those 
others  should  be  interpreted.  Whereas,  the  passage  of  John 
is  to  be  explained  by  the  concurrent  testimony  of  the  other 
three  evangelists. 

How  easily  the  present  error  might  have  occurred,  we 
can  see  in  Woide’s  facsimile  of  the  Alexandrian  MS.,  which 
is  written  in  columns. 

From  the  united  testimonies  of  Matthew,  Mark,  and 
Luke,  we  see,  that  the  sixth  hour  commenced  about  the 
time  of  the  revilement  of  the  thieves,  or  more  strictly,  of 
the  impenitent  malefactor ;  immediately  after  the  ninth  hour, 
our  Lord  expired.  The  interval  would,  therefore,  occupy 
the  space  between  verses  24  and  28  of  that  chapter  of 
John.  Now,  if  we  examine  how  the  verses  14  and  27  stand 
in  relation  to  each  other  in  the  double  column  of  the  Alex¬ 
andrian  MS.,  we  shall  perceive,  how  easily  an  omitted  passage 
written  in  the  interior  margin,  and  designed  to  be  replaced 
in  one  column,  might  have  been  transferred  into  the  other. 
The  following  is  the  exact  correspondence  of  those  verses, 
in  their  positions  in  that  MS.,  line  for  line;  omitting  the 
questioned  clause  : 
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1st  column. 

v.  13.  kxi  ixaDiou  in 

(ivfuirof  lit  Tflirar  Xtyoftivo* 
kiiexrT^UTO*  tfofyaifn  2*  Tctfifia-fa- 
v*  3t  ■xa.^a.aKtv rj  tov  Taj%am  ttai 
kiyu  rots  I ovieuoif 


2d  column. 


v.  25.  uaTvxuax*  Sc  -ruga  r*  TTxv^y  tov  I u 
q  ftnf>  clvtov  kxi  n  aSiXipn  rni 
ftf>t  avrow  fttzgia.  n  tov  kXu-tcz 
xxi  fiutgix  n  fiayi aXqvq.* 

If  o in  iioi*  Tv*  ft£a  xai  to*  [lcl6v 
tv*  orx^aTTuTx  or  qyacra  Xtyu 


Now,  if  the  unconnected  clause,  wga.  tjk  lag  Urij,  omitted 
and  written  in  the  intermediate  space,  or  interior  margin, 
had  been  introduced  at  the  asterisk  in  column  2,  it  would 
have  harmonised  with  all  the  other  evangelists;  but,  mis¬ 
carried  to  the  asterisk  in  column  1,  it  would  produce  the 
confusion  that  exists  in  all  the  surviving  texts  ;  and  we  have 
an  example  of  an  insertion  in  the  interior  margin,  in  the 
Vat.  MS.,  in  Hug’s  *  Commentation  p.  111.  On  all  these 
grounds  we  are  warranted  to  assume ;  that  the  word  Un j  was 
truly  written  by  John,  and  with  the  same  reference  as  by 
Matthew,  Mark,  and  Luke ;  that  the  clause  in  which  it 
stands,  has  strayed  from  its  original  place,  in  the  progress 
of  transcription;  and,  that  St.John  did  not  speak  as  to  the 
hour  in  which  our  Lord  was  affixed  to  the  cross. 


Ver.  28  of  the  common  text  is  not  contained  in  the 
Vatican ,  Ephrem,  Beza,  Alexandrian ,  and  other  MSS.  It 
has  been  introduced  into  the  junior  texts  from  Luke,  xxii. 
3G  :  accordingly,  Scholz  says,  “  agnoscunt  Codd.  fam.  Con- 
“  stant.  fere  omnes ;  item  Lat.  Pair.” 

Ver.  35.  they  say. ]  The  necessity  of  the  sense  shews,  that 
the  reading  Asya*,  ‘  saying ,’  has  arisen  from  an  early  mis¬ 
apprehended  compend,  Aey.  for  Asyou<r/v,  ‘  they  say.'  The  Vat. 
MS.  reads,  bga/iuv  ng,  ‘  one,'  i.  e.  ng  aura^,  ‘  one  of  them,'  not 
6/5  ;  to  wdiom,  therefore,  A syouaiv,  ‘  they ,  or  the  rest ,  say ,  Let 
‘  him  alone,'  &e. 


CHAPTER  XVIII. 

Ver.  1.  When  the  Sabbath  was  past,  &c.]  The  incidents 
of  the  sepulchral  history  of  Christ,  are  most  clearly  reported 
by  the  evangelists.  Our  Lord  expired  at  the  ninth  hour, 


214 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  XVIII. 


or  three  in  the  afternoon,  of  Friday,  three  hours  before  the 
Sabbath  commenced.  Joseph  of  Arimathea  (apprised  of  his 
early  death,  probably  by  John  who  witnessed  it),  solicited 
and  obtained  the  body,  wound  it  up  with  spices,  or  embalmed 
it;  and  laid  it  speedily  in  a  new  tomb  which  was  at  hand, 
because  the  Sabbath  was  fast  advancing.  The  women,  who 
also  wished  to  contribute  to  the  honours  of  the  burial,  fol¬ 
lowed  the  procession ;  and,  stationing  themselves  in  front, 
remarked  the  tomb  in  which  he  was  deposited.  They 
returned  to  the  city,  and  purchased  other  spices,  to  add  them 
to  those  in  which  our  Lord  had  been  enwrapped  ;  but,  the 
Sabbath  being  arrived,  they  waited  over  that  day,  which 
ended  at  six  in  the  evening  of  Saturday.  They  further 
waited  till  a  late  hour  of  the  night,  that  they  might  be  free 
from  all  eye-witnesses  and  intruders.  They  then  proceeded 
to  the  tomb  very  early  in  the  morning,  while  it  was  yet  dark, 
but  found  that  our  Lord  had  risen  from  it.  Such  is  the 
simple  order  of  the  narrative,  which  Michaelis  has  com¬ 
pounded  in  his  own  mind,  and  from  thence  has  charged 
ignorance  and  contradiction  on  the  evangelists,  lie  first 
gratuitously  assumes,  that  the  spices  of  Joseph,  and  the 
spices  of  the  women,  were  supposed  by  the  two  evangelists 
to  be  for  one  and  the  same  operation,  viz.  the  first  embalm¬ 
ing  the  body  of  Jesus;  and,  insensible  of  the  error  of  his 
own  assumption,  he  proceeds  to  comment  thus : 

“St.  John  appears  to  have  corrected,  though  in  a  very 
“  delicate  manner ,  the  accounts  given  by  his  predecessors. 
“  Ch.  xix.  39,  40,  where  St.  John  relates,  that  Nicodemus 
“  and  Joseph  embalmed  the  body  of  Jesus  on  the  Friday 
**  evening,  before  it  was  deposited  in  the  sepulchre,  does  not 
“  harmonise  with  the  account  of  St.  Mark,  ch.  xvi.  1,  and  of 
“  St.  Luke,  ch.  xxiii.  56,  and  xxiv.  1,  that  the  women,  after 
“  Christ’s  interment,  purchased  spices,  in  order  to  embalm 
“  his  body  on  the  Sunday  morning.  I  have  attempted,  in 
“  my  History  of  the  Resurrection ,  to  reconcile  the  contra - 
“  diction;  but  I  have  not  been  able  to  do  it  in  a  manner  satis- 
“  factory  either  to  myself,  or  to  any  other  impartial  inquirer 
“  into  truth.  I  consider  it,  therefore,  a  tacit  correction  of 
“  the  account  given  by  the  two  evangelists,  who  were  not 
“  eye-witnesses;  and  that  St.  John  intended  to  say ,  though 
“  he  expressed  himself  in  a  more  delicate  manner,  what  the 
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44  following  words  imply  :  ‘  Other  historians  had  been  in- 
4  formed  of  the  embalming  of  Jesus,  but  the  account  which 
4  they  have  given  is  not  perfectly  correct.  The  women  went 
4  early  on  Sunday  morning,  not  to  embalm  Jesus,  but  merely 
4  to  visit  the  sepulchre ;  for  he  had  been  already  embalmed  by 
4  Joseph  and  Nicodemus.’  ” — (Vol.  iii.  314.)  Non  tali  auxilio. 
If  Michaelis  had  looked  a  little  closer  into  the  history 
(Mark,  xviii.  3),  he  would  have  found,  that  the  women  went, 
not  4  merely  to  visit  ’  the  sepulchre,  but  to  4  open  it ,’  for  an 
ulterior  purpose;  which  purpose,  both  Mark  and  Luke  in¬ 
form  us,  was  to  accumulate  spices  on  the  body,  not  to  embalm 
it;  and  John  neither  expresses,  nor  implies,  any  contradiction 
of  their  statement.  (See  what  has  already  been  observed, 
of  Michaelis’s  proposed  emendations  and  corrections,  Pref 
p.  79.) 

Ver.  2.  Long  before  the  rising  of  the  sun.~\  xui  X/a v  ngwi 
fuci  ruv  oafiftaruiv  tgyovrai  e/g  to  /ivy/ie/ov  avare/Xavros  rou  7)\iou :  — 
So  reads  the  Vatican  MS.  The  construction  of  the  Greek 
of  St.  Mark  is  singularly  involved  in  this  sentence  :  its  order 
of  interpretation  is  this ;  ruv  ffaBfiaTvvj  X/av  irgui  tom  jjX/ou 
ava re/Xavroj,  egyovrcu  tm  to  /ivrj/Liiov  1 — <Tga»/,  here,  governs  the 
gen.  a vut.  t.  7j. ;  as  it  is  explained  by  Pollux,  under  the  head, 

t<uv  Ti  rrocLTTovTtov  ergo  xaioov  — 44  of  those  who  do  any  thing 
44  before  a  time;”  as,  <rg on  rr,g  faixtctg,  44  before  the  age  of 
44  manhood to  which  is  opposed,  o-^e  T7,g  r,\ixiag  (lib.  i. 
S.  69).  So  here,  X/av  Trgoit  tom  t,\iom  amTttXccvTog,  Signifies, 
44  very  long  before  the  sun-rising,”  the  words,  fiiy  r.  a.  e.  e. 
t.  fiv.  being  embraced  in  a  parenthesis. 

Ver.  9,  inclusive,  to  the  end.]  This  large  portion  of  the 
chapter  in  the  commonly  received  text,  is  not  comprehended 
in  Eusebius’  Canon  of  this  Gospel ;  and  is  not  contained  in 
the  Vatican  MS.  Birch  subjoins  the  following  note  to  this 
place,  in  his  4  Quatuor  Evangelia .’  44  The  last  portion  of 

44  this  Gospel,  from  the  9th  verse  to  the  end,  is  not  contained 
44  in  the  most  excellent  and  most  ancient  Vatican  MS.  1209. 
44  In  the  Vat.  MSS.  756,  757,  an  asterisk  is  affixed,  which 
44  sign  the  transcribers  employed  as  a  cautionary  mark, 
44  to  all  narrations  not  found  in  all  MSS.,  to  note  them  as 
44  doubtful.”  He  then  produces  different  Greek  scholia, 
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from  different  MSS.  (which  had  been  before  adduced  by 
Wetstein),  testifying  the  absence  of  this  passage  from  most 
MSS.,  though  it  was  contained  in  others;  he  points  out  the 
termination  of  St.  Mark’s  Gospel,  in  Eusebius’  Canons,  with 
the  words  “  for  they  were  afraid in  the  8th  verse ;  and 
concludes  by  observing,  “  From  hence  it  follows,  that  the 
“  numbers  of  the  last  verses  of  St.  Mark  enumerated  in  the 
“  Table  of  Canons ,  were  not  placed  there  by  Eusebius,  but 
“  have  been  inserted  by  transcribers,  with  a  sort  of  pious 
“  fraud,  in  order  that  they  might  the  more  easily  maintain 
“  the  authenticity  of  the  passage.” — ( Proleg .  pp.  21,  2*2.) 
For  which  reason  Cardinal  Cajetan,  quoted  by  Wetstein, 
judiciously  observed  ;  “  Quicquid  autem  sit  de  veritate, 
“  suspicionum  tamen  istarum  effectus  C9t,  quod  haec  scripta 
“  non  svnt  solid ^  anthoritatis  ad  firmandam  fidem,  sicut 
“  svnt  reliqua  Marci  indubitata  —  Whatever  may  be  the 
“  truth  in  this  matter,  the  effect  of  those  suspicions  is,  that 
“  this  paragraph  is  not  of  solid  authority  for  confirming 
“  faith,  as  all  the  other  parts  of  St.  Mark ,  which  are  in - 
“  duhitable .”  These  testimonies  are  sufficient  to  prove,  that 
the  paragraph  in  question  is,  at  the  least,  apocryphal ,  and 
ought  not  to  be  blended  with  those  Scriptures  whose  genuine¬ 
ness  is  unquestionable;  and  that,  to  receive  it  with  the  same 
reverence  as  those  other  Scriptures,  would  be,  to  render  assent 
to  Scripture  a  mere  conventional  form,  and  to  follow  the 
example  of  the  Romish  church,  which  receives  the  apocryphal 
books  of  the  Old  Testament  as  equally  genuine  and  canonical 
with  the  rest.  Our  learned  reformers  detected  the  disparity 
of  these  last,  and  dissolved  their  union  ;  but,  t lie  apocryphal 
passages  of  the  New,  were  not  yet  known  to  them  ;  and  it  is 
only  since  the  discovery  and  examination  of  the  surviving 
MSS.  have  been  accomplished,  that  the  true  quality  of  these 
passages  has  been  brought  to  light;  and  it  behoves  us,  at 
the  present  day,  to  deal  with  them  as  our  forefathers  dealt 
with  the  others.  Scholz,  however,  who  defends  almost  all 
the  insertions  and  interpolations  which  characterise  his  Con- 
stantinopolitan  texts ,  contends  vigorously  in  vindication  of 
this  apocryphal  appendage  to  St.  Mark’s  Gospel:  but,  the 
most  active  and  laborious  collectors,  in  all  sciences,  are  not 
necessarily  the  best  judges  of  the  articles  which  they  collect; 
especially  if  they  collect  them  with  prejudication,  which  has 
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manifestly  been  the  case  with  this  learned  editor.  Some, 
who  wish  to  vindicate  this  passage,  remark  the  abruptness 
with  which  the  Gospel  must  close,  if  it  were  to  terminate 
with  the  8lh  verse.  Cut,  that  abruptness,  which  is  peculiar 
to  the  style  of  this  evangelist,  would  not  be  remedied  by 
continuing  this  appendage ;  since  it  would  only  be,  to  follow 
an  abrupt  termination,  by  an  equally  abrupt  introduction  of 
new  matter.  For,  there  is  no  relation  of  correspondence 
between  verses  8  and  9  of  the  received  text,  no  dovetailing 
of  connexion;  but,  the  latter  lies  next  to  it  in  simple  unad¬ 
hesive  juxtaposition :  proving,  to  unprejudiced  observation, 
that  they  are  totally  alien  to  each  other.  The  sequel  of  this 
chapter,  from  ver.  9,  inclusive,  is  evidently  taken  from  one 
of  the  apocryphal  Gospels  current  in  the  first  and  second 
centuries;  and  has  been  annexed  to  the  conclusion  of  this 
of  St.  Mark,  with  the  design  of  giving  to  it  an  extension  and 
bulk  which  the  evangelical  author  did  not  bestow  upon  it. 
It  is  a  parallel  interpolation  with  the  tale  of  the  woman 
brought  before  our  Saviour  on  a  charge  of  adultery  {rec. 
text),  which,  Eusebius  relates,  was  first  introduced  by  Papias 
(a  man  u  of  a  very  weak  mind”),  from  the  apocryphal 
“  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews ,”  at  that  time  in  circula¬ 
tion  ;  but  which  was  condemned  and  rejected  by  the  orthodox 
church.  (See  Annot.  to  John,  viii.  1-11.) 
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CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  9.  The  temple  of  the  Lord.]  The  word  vaog,  as  has 
been  observed,  is  used  in  the  Greek  Scriptures  to  denote, 
according  to  the  purport  of  its  context,  1.  the  Temple , 
generally:  2.  the  Sanctum,  or  Holy  Place :  3.  the  Sanctum 
Sanctorum ,  or  Holy  of  Holies.  In  this  place,  it  plainly  means 
the  second  of  these,  in  which  the  priests  served  by  ‘  weekly 
*  courses, ’  and  in  which  was  the  altar  of  incense.  See  above, 
p.  32,  §  23,  p.  165-6,  and  Annot.  to  Heb.  ix.  2. 

Ver.  17.  to  turn  all  hearts,  from  fathers  even  to  children.] 
That  is,  •  from  the  oldest  to  the  youngest :  “  Efficiet  Johannes, 
“  ut  parentes  juxta  atque  liberi,  omnis  zetatis  homines,  siut 
<l  Domino  parati.  —  oraregcuv  tm  rtxva  (observes  the  learned 
“  Bengel),  est  instar  proverbii  ad  multitudinem  (v.  16)  signi- 
“  ficandam;  sic,  Gen.xxxii.  11 — fti )rt%a  tm  rtxvoig:  sic  plane, 
“  e m  rtxva,  Exod.  xx.  5 — xxxiv.  7 :  necnon  xvrifiqv  tm 

u  /twjgov,  Jud.  xv.  8.” — ( Gnomon .  tom.  i.  p.  254.)  “  em  cum 

“  accusativi  casu,  ubicunque  motus  aliquis  exprimetur,  usque 
“  significat.” — (Viger.  p.  565.)  See  1  John,  ii.  12-14. 

Ver.  28.  and  going  in,  to  her.]  The  Vat.  MS.  does  not 
repeat  ayytXog — *  angel /  as  the  junior  and  rec.  texts. 

Ib.]  The  common  texts  have  subjoined  to  this  verse,  an 
unauthorised  anticipation  of  Elizabeth’s  salutation  which  fol¬ 
lows  at  v.  42,  where  alone  it  is  read  in  the  Vat.  MS.,  and  in 
the  oldest  versions  :  its  introduction  here,  betrays  a  liturgical 
origin  of  a  later  age. 

Ver.  31.  Thou  shalt  forthwith  conceive  and  bear  a  son.] 
It  is  evident,  that  Mary  understood,  from  the  words  ad¬ 
dressed  to  her  by  the  angel,  present  and  immediate  conception; 
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“  intellexit  Maria,”  well  remarks  the  last-cited  comment¬ 
ator,)  “  promissionem  hanc  sibi  dari,  ut  statim  implen- 
“  dam,  sine  respectu  conjugii  sui  consummandi”  ( Gnomon . 
Bengel.  tom.  i.  p.  257) :  for,  there  would  have  been  nothing 
to  perplex  a  young  woman,  betrothed  and  on  the  eve  of 
marriage,  in  a  notice  that  she  would  conceive,  and  bear  a 
child.  But,  Mary’s  answer  clearly  shews,  that  she  understood 
the  angel  to  signify,  immediate  conception,  previous  to  the 
consummation  of  her  marriage  :  cwj  edrai  to uro,  irtu  av<3ga  ov 
yivueKu  —  How  can  this  be ,  since  I  know  not  a  husband? 
The  angel,  therefore,  addressed  her  in  a  paulo-post-futurum 
time,  (ryXXeXTjv}^;  which  word  has  collapsed  into  ffyXX^jj,  from 
a  compend  o-yXX^jj.  The  force  of  this  tense  is  thus  ex¬ 
posed  by  Matthke.  “  The  p.p.fut .  marks  a  future  action, 
i4  the  beginning  of  which,  however,  in  regard  to  future  time, 
“  is  past;  but  the  consequences  of  which,  or  the  circum- 
“  stances  resulting  from  it,  still  continue;  consequently  it 
“  is  a  future. — ^/Jera/,  *  will  be  mixed,  continuing not, 
*  will  have  been  mixt.’ — iyy^a^atTou^  *  will  become  enrolled 
“  tyyty%a$wru->t  ‘  will  remain  enrolled,  as  he  was.’  Hence, 
“  of  those  verbs  whose  present  marks  only  the  beginning  of 
“  an  action,  but  the  perfect  the  complete  action,  the  third 
“  future  (or  paulo-post-futurum)  is  used,  in  order  to  shew, 
“  that  the  perfect  action  is  to  happen  in  future  :  xex^tfo/xa/, 

‘  I  shall  possess but  xr7}<ro/xar,  *  I  shall  obtain Thus,  too, 
“  the  futures,  ded7}ffo/j,a(,  xevouao/icu,  x£tfgci<jo{j,cci,  &c.,  express,  not 
“  so  much  the  simple  fut. -pass,  or  an  action  passing  over ,  as 
“  a  future  situation  continuing ,  which  will  have  arisen  from 
“  an  action  passing  over.*' — (§498.)  With  this  sense ,  it  is 
plain  that  Mary  understood  the  angel  to  speak ;  and,  to  that 
understanding  she  shaped  her  reply.  Priscian  says,  “  Quam- 
“  vis  Greeci  futurum  diviserunt  in  quibusdam  verbis,  in 
“  futurum  infinitum ,  ut  rj^o/xatf  paulo-post-futurum ,  ut  reru- 
“  melius  tamen  Romani,  considerata  futuri  natura, 

u  qua;  omnino  incerta  est,  simpliei  in  eo  voce  utuntur,  nec 
“  finiunt  spatium  futuri” — (Putschii  Gramm.  Lat.  p.  805): 
but,  if  the  angel  had  spoken  in  the  futurum  infinitum ,  Mary 
(who  knew  that  she  was  on  the  eve  of  marriage),  could  not 
have  replied  as  she  did.  Whether  the  Romans  have  improved 
on  the  Greek  future,  I  do  not  inquire;  but  their  practice  may 
account  for  the  ready  transition  of  hi  to  <ryXX» 
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Ver.  34.  since  1  know  not  a  husband.]  avfya.y  is  to  be 
rendered  4  husband''  here,  as  in  Matt.  i.  20.  The  Latin  has 
1  virum which,  like  uvyg,  signifies  both  4  man  ’  and  ‘  husband .’ 
Wiclif  injudiciously,  and  even  grossly,  adopted  the  former 
sense,  4  Y  knowe  not  man:'  his  revisers  have,  very  unre¬ 
flectingly,  sanctioned  his  interpretation :  but,  a  moment’s 
consideration  will  convince  us,  that  the  Holy  Virgin  could 
not  have  spoken  with  so  general  and  indecorous  a  reference. 

Ver.  35.  the  Holy  thing  begotten.']  See  Annot.  to  Matt.  i. 
21 .  In  order  to  apply  ytwuiuvov  to  the  Blessed  Virgin,  and 
to  render  it  with  the  sense  of  4  born numerous  MSS.  have 
added  ex  <rou,  4  of  thee  *  The  Vulgate,  as  might  be  expected, 
embraces  this  insertion,  adding,  ‘  ex  te  ’  Wiclif  consequently 
translated,  1  of  thee ;  and,  from  him  our  common  English 
version  has  retained  those  words.  The  Vat.  and  other  most 
ancient  MSS.,  however,  with  the  exception  of  the  Cod. 
Ephrem ,  have  no  such  reading ;  and  Erasmus  has  the  fol¬ 
lowing  note  on  this  passage  :  41  ilia  duo  verba,  4  ex  te’  nec 
44  in  ullis  Graecorum  exemplaribns  addita  reperi,  ne  apud 
44  Theophylactum  quidem;  nec  in  antiquis  codicibus  Latinis, 
44  praeterquam  in  unot  in  quo  nescio  quis  in  margine  adje- 
44  cerat.  Proinde  miror,  unde  in  primam  hujus  operis 
44  editionem  invascrint.  Est  autem  solutior  sermo  si  non 
14  addantur.  Non  enim  hie  agitur  de  persona  concipientis , 
44  sed  de  novo  modo  concipiendit  deque  foetus  excellentia. 
44  Apparet  adjecta  ab  explanatore  quopiam  :  tametsi  in  Aldina 
44  editione  comperi  addita.”  Wetstein,  Griesbach,  Matthsei, 
Schulz,  and  even  Scholz,  reject  it  from  their  texts,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  numerous  MSS.  and  versions  which  the  last 
refers  to  in  his  margin  as  containing  it;  and  which  were 
unknown  to  the  age  of  Erasmus.  The  words,  4  of  thee, 
should  therefore  be  erased  from  our  authorised  version  ;  where 
they  only  remain  to  testify  our  former  subjection  to  the 
Roman  church,  in  the  ages  of  darkness  and  superstition. 
That  the  words,  44  the  Holy  thing  begotten have  respect  to 
the  efficient  cause,  and  not  to  the  passive  instrument  of  the 
generation,  is  proved  by  the  conclusion,  44  therefore ,  he  will 
44  be  called.  Son  of  God.” 


Ver.  43.  the  Mother  of  my  Lord.]  y  tinrjjg  rov  Kusiou  fiou : 
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—  If,  from  this  authority  of  Elizabeth,  the  over-zealous 
orthodox  of  the  fifth  century  had  been  content  to  deduce  the 
unobjectionable  designation,  K u£/oroxo$,  for  the  lloly  Virgin, 
instead  of  the  highly  objectionable  term,  ©eoroxos — ‘  Mother 
‘  of  God  the  unchristian  feuds  which  disgrace  the  history 
of  the  Church  in  that  age  would  not  have  arisen  ;  and  Cyril 
and  Nestorius  would  have  found,  that  both  entertained  the 
same  doctrine. 

Ver.  71.  justification.']  See  Annot.  to  Matt.  iii.  15. 

Ver.  74.  will  visit  us.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads  etnaxs^e rai,  in 
the  future,  and  not  ezesze -^aro,  as  in  the  received  text.  The 
future  is  far  more  congenial  with  the  context,  which  foretcls 
the  future  function  of  the  infant,  John,  in  ver.  72 ;  and 
looks  forward  beyond  that  to  the  future  office  of  the  Messiah. 
The  conversion  of  a  future  into  an  aorist  in  the  MSS.,  by  the 
heedless  writing  of  an  a  for  an  £,  occurs  in  many  places. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  2.  The  enrolment  itself. ]  The  Vatican  and  Beza 
MSS.  read,  aurt]  etcro ygapjj,  not  a utti  tj  array gapy ;  the  rj  appear¬ 
ing  to  have  originated  from  a  transcript u ml  repetition  of  the 
final  r]  of  auT7j.  Rut  a  question  would  arise,  whether  we  are 
here  to  read,  aur? j,  fern,  of  avro;f  or  aurt j,  fern,  of  ourog  ?  The 
latter  has  been  universally  adopted,  and  continued  without 
due  consideration,  even  by  Dr.  Campbell.  The  misapprehen¬ 
sion  of  the  force  of  auri)  in  this  clause,  has  greatly  contributed 
to  the  conflicts  of  interpretation  which  it  has  sustained.  Yet, 
no  phrase  can  be  simpler  and  plainer  than  the  phrase  of  the 
evangelist,  if  it  be  freed  from  the  prejudicate  aspirate  to 
which  the  junior  copies  have  subjected  it.  The  historian  says, 
“  a  decree  went  forth,  that  all  the  inhabited  earth  should 
“  be  enrolled.  The  enrolment  itself ,  aurt)  array  ^a<p-r\ —  ‘  ipsa 
“  ‘  description  first  took  place  while  Quirinius  (CJr.  ('yrcuiu. s) 
u  governed  Syria  thus  distinguishing,  between  the  time  of 
the  promulgation  of  the  decree,  and  the  time  of  its  execution 
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in  Judaea:  —  44  auros,”  observes  Matthaei,  44  is  often  in  the 
44  9ense  of  4  is  ipse  '  (§  472).'’  The  historical  part  of  this 
question  is  clearly  elucidated  by  Prideaux  ( Connexion ,  &c., 
P.  ii.  p.  505-7,  fol.),  who  thus  concludes  his  exposition  : 
“  If  the  2d  verse  of  the  2d  chapter  of  Luke  be  so  rendered 
4 4  as  to  imply,  that  the  levying  of  the  tax ,  according  to  the 
44  description  mentioned  in  the  former  verse,  was  first  executed 
44  while  Cyrenius  was  governor  of  Syria,  this  will  remove  all 
44  difficulties  ;  and  the  text  can  well  bear  this  interpretation.” 
Therefore,  Euthymius  well  remarks,  ptyjt  rore  fir\  ytvo{j,&v7) — 
4  which  did  not  take  place  till  that  time '  It  is  surprising, 
that  Dr.  Campbell  should  betray  so  much  prudential  caution, 
in  coming  to  the  same  critical  and  sound  conclusion. 

Ver.  6.  laid  him  in  a  manger .]  Campbell  has  a  long  and 
tedious  note  on  the  word  parvri,  contesting  Dr.  Pearce’s 
extravagant  conceit,  that  it  signified  4  the  horse-hair  bag  sus- 
4  pended  to  the  heads  of  horses ,  containing  their  provender  * 
A  few  words  of  J.  Pollux  will  give  greater  distinctness  to 
the  historian’s  recital,  than  pages  of  such  fruitless  elaboration. 
The  Greek,  (parvy,  was  rendered  4  prasepe’  by  its  contempo¬ 
rary  Latin,  at  which  time  the  meaning  of  the  Greek  word 
was  certainly  well  known:  1  prasepe’  signifies,  4  fenced  be - 
4  fore,  or  in  front,*  and  denotes  a  stall  or  fold.  Pollux  says, 
44  x.gct<jT7igiov  is  a  name  given  to  four  boards  fastened  together 
44  by  a  cord,  and  fixed  before  the  <parvri,  to  hold  the  provender 
44  of  cattle” — xga0TT,giov,  rtijgaga  |uX<z  eig  aXXjjXa  t vi)§(LO<Tfi(va, 
tovu  e v$r}de/j,eva,  a  xar»jgro  <rgo  rr)$  parvtjg  ruiv  btfo^vyicijv,  pege/v  auroig 
7ov  ^/Xov,  ov  xai  x°iT0Vi  &c*  (L.  x.  §  166.)  The  xga<rr7?g/ov,  fixed 
to  the  <pa.TV7} ,  was  what  we  call  a  4  manger from  the  French, 
mangeoire .  It  is,  therefore,  most  probable,  that  it  was  in  this 
manger  of  the  stall  that  the  Virgin  deposited  her  new-born 
infant;  though  the  word,  <parvi),  strictly,  expresses  only  the 
stall.  Campbell’s  assumption  is,  therefore,  altogether  erro¬ 
neous,  when  he  says,  44  Manger  seems  to  have  been  the 
44  original  signification  (of  tparvri) ;  and  the  other  meaning, 
44  stall,  to  have  arisen  from  a  synecdoche ,  of  a  part  for  the 
whole w-e  see,  that  the  fact  was  exactly  the  reverse. 

lb.  the  inn.']  That  neither  the  4  inn,'  at  Bethlehem,  nor 
the  stable  containing  the  manger,  was  the  onua,  4  house,' 


Chap.  II. 


LUKE. 


223 


(mentioned  in  Matt.  ii.  11),  in  which  the  eastern  visitors 
paid  their  adoration  to  the  infant  Jesus,  is  shewn  in  the 
Annotation  to  that  passage  of  Matthew. 


Ver.  9.  to  all  the  people.]  iravn  Xaw — i.  e.  vfj.iv — 1  to 
‘  you  ’  (v.  10),  the  nation  to  which  the  Christ  was  promised  : 
not  to  <  all  peopled  as  our  version  has  inadvertently  retained 
from  Wiclif,  who  rendered,  1  alle  pupley *  from  the  Latin, 
*  omni  populo;  which  language  could  not  express  the  de¬ 
monstrative  article  of  the  Greek  ;  and  Wiclif  was  not  con¬ 
versant  with  the  Greek. 

Ver.  21.  theiT  purification.]  The  Vat.  MS.  here  reads 
uvTwv :  see  this  reading  confirmed  in  Michaelis’s  Introd. 
vol.  ii.  p.  438,  9. 

Ver.  31.  and  his  father  and  mother.]  The  Vat .  and  the 
oldest  MSS.  and  versions,  here  read,  o  ^arjjg  avrou ;  as  in 
ver.  46,  where  the  propriety  of  that  reading  is  confirmed  by 
Mary  herself,  and  where  o  vrar^g  eou  is  the  reading  of  every 
MS.  But,  an  unskilful  and  short-sighted  criticism  substi¬ 
tuted  the  proper  name,  I<y<r?jp,  as  deeming  the  word,  irarTjg, 
unfitting  for  the  evangelist  to  employ.  This  alteration, 
Scholz  assigns  to  his  *  J am.  Constant  and  adopts  it  in  his 
own  text. 

Ver.  35.  but  alone ,  a  widow,  to  fourscore  and  four 
years.]  Though  the  precise  age  of  this  holy  woman  is  not 
a  point  material  to  the  history  of  the  Gospel,  yet  the  investi¬ 
gation  of  it  is  of  some  importance  to  critical  accuracy.  The 
Vat.  and  other  ancient  texts  thus  read  this  passage : 

fLiru  avdgo$y  £ttj  etfrcc  ccko  Ttjg  rfagdeviag  aurrig,  xai  aur?]  ecvg 

eruv  oydorixovra  reaoaguv —  ‘  having  lived  with  her  husband 
‘  seven  years  from  her  virginhood,  but  alone,  a  widow,  to 
‘  eighty-four  years.’  Here,  two  computations  are  signified, 
the  one  seven  years,  the  other  extended  to  eighty-four  years, 
but  both  from  the  same  date,  viz.  aero  tti$  xagOevictg — from  the 
end  of  virginhood,  or  from  marriage.  Assuming  fourteen 
years  for  the  nubile  age  in  that  country,  Anna  would  have 
been  about  ninety-eight  at  the  time  of  our  Lord’s  circum¬ 
cision.  The  phrase,  tv  r^toatg  -roXXa/s,  implies  an 
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extreme  old  age  ;  ami  avrr,  x7>ia  (n°l  ai^r7i)  equivalent  to 
avrr)  xa9'  aurriv,  *  sola — alone’  (Hoogev.  n.  toViger,  p.170),  op¬ 
posed  to  ptra  avbwg.  But,  tbe  junior  texts  have  here  changed 
sw;  into  by  which  alteration  a  different  sense  has  been  in¬ 
duced  on  the  whole  passage  ;  the  two  united  members  of  the 
paragraph  have  been  disunited,  and  the  latter  made  to  receive 
an  independent  interpretation,  wholly  from  within  itself.  It 
stands  thus  in  the  received  text :  £ rfiaeu  irr)  /xera  uvdj>os  eirra  aco 
77 js  ‘rctpOeviag  aurqg.  Ka/  airjj  (r,v)  yrr^a.  wg  erajv  oyd.  rsair.  i]  ouz, 
&c.  How  much  the  primitive  import  has  been  disordered  by 
the  later  change  in  the  reading,  is  manifested  by  the  opposite 
interpretations  of  Erasmus  and  Bengel ;  the  former  of  whom 
says,  “  Quod  ita  est  accipieudum,  ut  an  norum  numerus  non 
“  ad  cEtatem  mulieris  pertinent,  sed  ad  spatium  viduetatis,  in 
“  qua  tot  annos  perseveraverat.”  The  latter  says,  “  Anni 
“  to tius  cetatis,  non  solius  viduetatis Campbell  renders, 
according  to  our  version,  “  who  had  lived  seven  years  with 
“  a  husband,  whom  she  married  when  a  virgin;  and  being 
“  now  a  widow  of  about  eighty-four  years,  departed  not,” 
&c.  This  is  an  entire  dereliction  of  the  historian’s  record  : 
fyaasa —  having  lived ,  uniting  the  two  clauses  which  are  here 
separated. 

Ver.  37.  Joined  in  confessing .]  avQoftoKoytno : — avn}  in 
this  compound,  has  the  same  sense  as  in  the  antistrophey 
replicationy  or  responsion ,  in  lyric  poetry.  So  the  LXX. 
use  tbe  word  in  Ezra,  iii.  11.  —  o/LoXoyeiro  is  to  be  interpreted, 
here,  by  that  to  which  responsion  was  made,  which  was, 
Simeon’s  confession  of  the  infant  Messiah ;  and  such  con¬ 
fession  was  the  only  purport  of  Anna’s  reply.  Scbleusners 
denial  of  this  sense  is,  therefore,  unavailing. 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  14.  The  soldiers  going  on  service .]  “  The  expression 
“  used  by  St.  Luke,”  observes  Michaelis  (vol.  i.  p.  51),  “is 
“  not  *  soldiers,'  irrgariurai,  but  the  participle,  tracers  wjusve/ , 
“  i.  e.  men  under  arms,  or  men  going  to  battle.  AN  hence  these 
“  persons  came,  and  on  what  particular  account,  may  be 
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“  found  at  large  in  the  History  of  Josephus  (Ant.  lib.  xviii. 
“  c.  5,  §  1,  2).  Herod,  the  tetrarch  of  Galilee,  was  engaged 
“  in  a  war  with  his  father-in-law,  Aretas,  a  petty  king  in 
“  Arabia  Petrsen,  at  the  very  time  in  which  John  was  preach  - 
“  ing  in  the  wilderness.  The  army  of  Herod,  then  on  its 
“  march  from  Galilee,  passed  through  the  country  in  which 
“  John  baptised;  which  sufficiently  explains  the  doubt,  who 
“  the  soldiers  were  that  proposed  to  him  the  above  question. 
u  So  minute  a  coincidence,  in  a  circnmstance  overlooked  by 
u  Grotius  and  the  rest  of  the  commentators,  would  be  hardly 
“  discovered  in  a  forgery  of  later  ages.” 

Ver.  16.  in  expectation  of  the  Christ .]  “  For  several 
“  years  before  the  birth  of  Christ,”  observes  Prideaux,  “  not 
“  only  Simeon  and  Anna,  the  prophetess,  but  the  whole 
“  nation  of  the  Jews,  were  in  earnest  expectation  of  his 
“  coming,  and  of  the  redemption  of  Israel  by  him.  And 
“  this,  not  only  the  history  of  the  Gospel  in  many  places 
“  tells  us,  but  Josephus,  the  Jewish  historian,  doth  also  attest 
“  the  same;  for  lie  tells  us,  that  the  expectation  which  the 
“  Jews,  for  some  years  before  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem, 
“  had  of  the  arising  of  a  great  King  from  among  them,  who 
“  should  have  the  empire  of  the  whole  world,  was  the  true 
“  cause  which  then  excited  them  to  that  war  against  the 
“  Romans,  in  which  that  city,  and  the  temple  in  it,  were 
“  utterly  destroyed.”  —  {Connexion,  See.  Part  ii.  p.493.  fol.) 
This  expectation  of  the  Jewish  nation,  founded  on  the  predic¬ 
tions  of  their  prophets,  was  not  confined  to  that  people,  but 
had  spread  through  the  heathen  world,  and  had  engendered, 
in  the  spurious  prophecies  of  Rome,  a  similar  expectation  of 
“  a  great  King  who  teas  to  arise  —  de  magno  Rege  venturo," 
Sc c. — (Cicero,  Dlvin.  ii.  54.  Sueton.  Aug.  94.)  Julius, 
and,  after  his  death,  Octavius  Caesar,  was  regarded  as  the 
object  of  that  expectation.  A  remarkable  celestial  pheno¬ 
menon,  which  appeared  in  the  month  of  September  imme¬ 
diately  following  the  death  of  Julius  Caesar,  and  during  the 
games  which  took  place  on  occasion  of  the  anniversary  of 
Octavius’  birth,  is  noted  and  recorded  by  the  elder  Pliny,  in 
the  words  of  that  emperor:  “  lis  ipsis  ludorum  meonnn 
“  diebus,  sidus  crinitum ,  in  regione  call  quee  sub  Sep  tern- 
“  trionibus  est ,  conspcctum — During  the  days  of  my  own 
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“  games,  a  Comet  was  seen  in  that  region  of  the  heaveni 
“  which  is  under  the  constellation  of  the  Great  Hear” — 
{Nat.  Hist.  i.  23.  Hard.)  To  that  comet,  a  temple  was 
afterwards  raised  in  Rome ;  and  Pliny  observes,  that  “  it 
“  was  the  only  place  in  the  whole  world  in  which  a  Come* 
“  received  divine  honours  —  Cometes  in  uno  totius  orhis  loci 
fi  colitur ,  in  teinplo  Romce — ( lb .  iii.  3.)  The  remarkabh 
configuration  of  that  luminary,  as  here  described,  and  its 
singular  resemblance  to  the  configuration  of  the  comei 
which,  in  1811,  appeared  in  the  same  month,  September 
and  exactly  in  the  same  region  of  the  heavens,  prompted  m< 
(while  engaged  in  a  work  on  the  fourth  eclogue  of  Virgil' 
to  address  a  letter,  on  the  subject,  to  my  late  illustrious 
neighbour,  Sir  William  Herschel.  The  following  is  thai 
great  man’s  reply. 


“  DEAR  SIR, 


“On  examining  the  elements  of  the  comet  of  the  year  1680 
I  find,  that  had  the  comet  been  in  a  certain  part  of  its  orbit  abou 
September,  forty-three  years  before  the  birth  of  Christ,  it  migh 
then  have  been  seen  under  the  seven  stars  of  the  Great  Hear 
But,  as  we  have  never  before  observed  a  comet  whose  elements  agre< 
with  those  of  the  comet  of  1680,  we  can  have  no  knowledge  of  its 
periodical  time,  if,  indeed,  it  should  revolve  round  the  sun.  And 
considering  that  we  know  of  but  only  one  that  actually  revolves 
about  the  sun,  we  can  have  no  reason  to  admit,  that  the  comet  o 
1680  should  be  the  same  which  was  observed  ‘  tons  les  jours  de  k 
‘  duree  des  jevx ’ — (during  all  the  dags  that  the  games  continued.' 
With  more  probability  we  might  affirm,  that  it  was  the  comet  oj 
1811 ;  for,  that  teas  actually  seen  under  the  Seven  Stars  of  the  Grea 
Bear,  in  September  p  and,  having  been  seen  there  once,  we  are  sun 
it  might  have  been  seen  there  before ,  had  it  been  in  the  same  part  oj 
its  orbit,  and  did  it  revolve  about  the  sun  in  the  required  periodica* 
time,"  Ac. 


“  Slough ,  Feb .  21,  1812.” 


“  WILLIAM  HERSCHEL 


The  first  of  those  configurations  appeared  forty-three  yean 
before  the  birth  of  Christ;  the  last  appeared  in  1811,  jusl 
twenty-five  years  ago  (1836). 


1  The  annexed  plate,  representing  the  comet  of  I  Oil,  is  engraved  from  a 
drawing  accurately  made  at  the  time,  both  with  respect  to  sintion,  and  lc 
sensible  proportion  and  magnitude. 
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Ver.  24.]  This  verse  stands  thus  in  the  text  of  the 
Vatican  MS.,  also  in  Cod.  L.  and  in  Origen  :  xeu  aurog  tjv  6 
I r,eovg  agyo/ievog  wtsei  eruv  rgiaxovra’  uv  oiog,  wg  evofLi^sro  rov  lu<f7,<p, 
rou  iiXei.  “  The  participle,  a gyoptvog,”  says  lloogeveen,  “  is 
“  elegantly  put  for  ev  aoyji,  in  or  at  the  beginning  a oyo- 

/Atvog  ciffg/  is,  therefore,  equivalent  to  weei  ev  agyji,  as  it  were 
at  the  beginning ,  or,  at  or  about  the  beginning ,  of  thirty 
years,  i.  e.  of  his  thirtieth  year.  For,  the  Hebrews  counted 
the  present  or  current  measure  of  time,  into  their  computa¬ 
tions,  whether  dag  or  year .  Thus  they  said,  iudifferently, 
three  days,  or  the  third  day  ;  eight  days,  or  the  eighth  day  ; 
and  so  also,  thirty  years ,  or  the  thirtieth  year. — -(Matt, 
xxvi.  61  ;  xxvii.  63  ;  Lnke,  i.  57 ;  ii.  20.)  Dr.  Bloomfield, 
on  the  other  hand,  says,  “  The  sense  is,  *  Jesus  was  be - 
*  ginning  to  be  of  about  thirty  years/  i.  e.  he  had  nearly 
“  completed  his  thirtieth  year:”  he  adds,  u  I  grant,  that 
“  this  is  somewhat  anomalous  phraseology ;  but  it  is  not 
“  more  so  than  some  other  modes  of  expression  to  be  found 
“  in  Scripture  but,  as  he  does  not  produce  any  of  these 
in  evidence,  such  appeal  is  not  available  in  criticism.  Dr. 
Burton  also  thinks  “  the  phrase  probably  means,  that  our 
“  Saviour  wanted  a  little  of  being  full  thirty  years  of  age.” 
Erasmus  more  exactly  iuterprets :  “  Quorum  verborum  hie 
“  est  sensus,  Et  ipse  Jesus  ingressus  erat  annum  trigesimum , 
“  aut,  Et  ipse  Jesus  accedebat  ad  annum  trigesimum — Jesus 
“  had  entered  or  attained  his  thirtieth  year.”  Campbell,  by 
a  violence  not  to  be  sustained,  proposes  to  interpret  agyo^evog 
in  the  sense  of  vroraMopevog  in  c.  ii.  49,  'subject;'  but,  in 
that  case,  the  object  is  subjoined,  a uro*s,  *  to  them;  whereas, 
agyo'Mog  is  here  accompanied  by  no  word  in  the  context  to 
suggest  a  notion  of  subjection. 

The  sense  of  the  verse,  therefore,  according  to  the  most 
ancient  terms  of  the  evangelical  record,  is,  "And  Jesus  was 
“  at  the  beginning  of  his  thirtieth  year ;  being  the  son  ( while 
i(  he  was  supposed,  of  Joseph )  of  Heli &c.  That  the  evan¬ 
gelist,  who  had  spoken  of  Jesus  as  the  son  of  Joseph,  and  yet 


1  “  Participium  ita  cum  suo  substantivo  construitur,  ut  ad  verbum 

“  reddi  non  possit,  sed  necessario  mutari  debeat  in  substantivum,  cum  gene- 
“  randi  casu  nominis  ad  quod  refenur.  V.  C.  Demosth.  de  Cot.  p.  347,  in  Hne : 
“  r«  a^of^ma,  pro,  tt, *  rai*  tr^'r-yfiarcuv  afvjiv.''— VlCEH.  HOt.  3. 

Hoogev.  p.  356. 
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had  related,  that  he  was  not  the  son  of  Joseph,  should  duly 
distinguish  between  those  two  descriptions  when  he  came 
formally  to  state  our  Lord’s  genealogy,  was  to  be  expected ; 
and,  accordingly,  he  does  so  in  this  place.  The  common  in¬ 
terpretation  of  the  passage,  as  it  now  stands  in  the  received 
Greek  text,  and  which  is  also  that  of  our  authorised  version, 
is  essentially  vicious.  The  words  in  the  English  version  do 
not  convey  the  signification  which  the  interpreters  themselves 
designed  to  draw  from  them  :  —  uv,  us  evo/Mifyro,  ‘  being,  as  he 
‘  was  supposed (as  in  Mark,  i.  1,  (r,v)  us  yey^avrai —  was ,  as 
it  is  written ,)  affirms  positively,  “Jesus  was  the  son  of  Joseph, 
“  as  he  was  supposed  to  be.”  This  interpretation,  therefore, 
contains  in  itself  its  own  confutation;  since  it  is  certain,  that 
the  revisers  did  not  intend  to  make  such  an  affirmation. 
The  difference  in  the  order  of  the  words,  in  the  oldest  copy, 
and  in  the  later  copies  from  which  the  received  text  is  taken, 
reveals  the  error  inveterated  in  the  latter.  The  Vat.  MS.1, 
the  Codd.  Vat.  360,  Ven.  10,  and  L  or  r\  of  Stephens,  and 
others,  thus  read  this  sentence, 

uv  uiog,  us  tvo{Jji£tTO  rou  luffqp ,  rou  H \i. 

The  later  copies  read, 

uv,  ug  tvoftifyro,  vies  lu67\<f>  rou  H Xi. 

The  first  relates, 

‘  being  the  son ,  while  he  was  supposed  of  Joseph ,  of  Heli 

the  others  have  vitiated  the  reading,  so  as  to  make  it  express, 

‘  being ,  as  he  was  supposed,  the  son  of  Joseph ,  the  son  of  Heli.' 

All  the  force,  both  of  external  and  internal  evidence,  com¬ 
bines  to  confirm  the  former  reading;  which  shews  unequi¬ 
vocally,  that  the  evangelist  had  distributed  uv  uios — being 
1  the  son,’  to  Heli,  and  us  evopigero —  ‘  while  he  was  supposed,’ 
to  Joseph :  the  us  being  the  1  us  temporale *  (see  Hoogeveen, 
de  Par  tic.  p.  516.) 

How  this  unjustifiable  transposition  of  the  word  vios 
has  operated  to  create  general  confusion  in  the  genealogy, 
will  be  apparent  in  examining  Dr.  Burton’s  note :  “  Some 


1  Birch  and  Bentley. — (“  The  testimony  of  two  men  is  true."  John, 
viii.  6.)  The  ancient  and  genuine  reading  of  this  sentence  has  been  thus  pre¬ 
sented,  daring  the  last  half  century,  to  the  attention  of  all  its  numerous  learned 
editors,  yet  ft  has  not  experienced  the  acceptance  of  any  one  of  them. 
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44  (he  says)  have  coupled  uv  with  rov  HA/,  and  put  u; 
44  tvopi^tro  u/o;  luari<p  in  a  parenthesis,  so  that  Jesus ,  and 
44  not  Joseph,  would  be  called  the  son  of  Heli.  But  it  is 
44  plain,  that  the  article  rov ,  in  every  instance,  does  not 
44  belong  to  the  name  which  follows  it,  but  to  that  which 
“  precedes,  and  means  the  son  of;  otherwise  we  should 
11  find  i ;/o$  rov  Joseph ,  therefore,  is  certainly  called 

44  the  son  of  Heli.  Some  have  thought ,  that  Heli  was  the 
44  father  of  Mary;  so  it  is  said  in  the  Talmud:  but  this 
44  seems  irreconcilable  with  St.  Luke If  the  learned  annot¬ 
ator  had  taken  the  unquestionably  most  ancient  text  for  his 
ground,  instead  of  the  junior  vitiated  reading  of  that  text,  he 
must  have  abstained  from  all  these  remarks.  He  would  have 
seen,  that  uv  u/o$  strictly  related  to  rov  HA/;  that  the  true 
reading  was  rov  luarjip,  in  parenthesis;  that  Heli’s  paternity 
to  Mary  was  not  a  thought ,  but  a  national  record ;  and  that  it 
is  thoroughly  reconcilable  with  St.  Luke.  We  thus  distinctly 
trace,  in  Matthew  and  Luke,  two  separate  lines  of  descent 
from  David,  through  his  two  sons,  Solomon  and  Nathan,  the 
one  ending  in  Joseph,  the  other  in  Heli :  viz. 

David 

Solomon  Nathan 

hIu 

Joseph  Mary. 

These  last  are  the  ai/tara — 4  bloods ,’  intended  by  John  in  c.  i. 
13  :  (see  Annot.  to  that  place).  Thus  far  (and  it  is  all  that  is 
essential)  the  tree  of  genealogy  has  descended  to  us  complete. 
That  the  many  Hebrew  names  intermediate  between  those 
cardinal  points  should  have  suffered  corruption  and  con¬ 
fusion  from  numberless  mechanical  Greek  copyists,  who 
neither  knew  nor  cared  much  for  the  genealogies  of  the 
Jews,  through  a  series  of  ages,  can  surprise  no  one  of  any 
sound  judgment :  we  find  it  a  subject  of  observation  even 
with  Origen  and  Jerom,  in  their  early  ages.  (See  Wetstein’s 
and  Birch’s  notes.) 

According  to  the  received  tradition  of  the  Jews,  incor¬ 
porated  into  their  Talmud  (which  national  testimony  there  is 
no  ground  of  reason  whatever  for  calling  in  question,  since  few 
genealogical  facts  are  so  well  attested),  Heli  was  the  father 
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of  Mary ;  and,  according  to  the  Jewish  law,  filiation  was  not 
to  he  referred  to  the  female,  but  to  the  male  stock  (Num. 
xxvii.  1-8) ;  for  which  cause  our  Lord  is  said  to  be,  rou  IIX» 
—  *  of  Heli the  word  ‘  son,'  supplied  in  Italics  in  our  ver¬ 
sion,  is,  therefore,  to  be  understood  with  the  latitude  pre¬ 
scribed  by  that  law,  and  as  intending  1  grandson :’  a9,  in  a 
still  more  extended  sense,  he  was  called,  vio$  Aafiid,  viog 
Apoaa ,'m,  in  ver.  1.  What  ha9  here  been  exposed  will  shew, 
that  Dr.  Burton’s  note,  which  gives  the  generally  prevailing 
impression  of  this  sentence,  rests  wholly  on  the  vitiated 
reading  of  the  junior  and  received  texts :  for,  we  do  “  find 
“  tot  so  that  “  Joseph  is  certainly  not  called  the 

“  son  of  Heli and  Heli’s  paternity  to  Mary  is  not  only 
reconcilable  with  St.  Luke,  but  is  the  direct  intimation  of 
that  evangelist.  “  Maria  est  Eli  filia,”  observes  the  learned 
Bengel :  “  occurjit  in  Scriptis  Judaeorum  'Sp  ro  ano, 
“  Maria  filia  Eli.  Vid.  Lightfoot,  ad  Luc.  iii.  23,  et  Wolf. 
“  ad  Matth.  i.  20.” —  Gnomon  Bengel.  tom.  i.  p.  1 1. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  21.  which  is  in  your,  ears.]  ?j  y%a$7i  airy  tv  ro/g  utftv 
v/iuv.  This  phrase  is  equivalent  to,  “  which  you  have  just 
“  heard;'  and  appears  to  be  an  example  of  what  Hoogeveen 
calls,  u  nova  loquendi  genus  ( in  N.T.)  pronomen  ai/rog  adhibens 
“  pro  relativo  os,”1  (i.e.  tj  ygapr]  q  tv  rots  miv  ( ttsnv ).  The 

idea  which  this  strong  figurative  expression  conveys  to  the 
mind,  is  the  same  as  that  of  Milton  (P.  L.  viii.  1): 

“  The  angel  ended,  and  in  Adam's  ears 
So  charming  left  his  voice ,  that  he  awhile 
Thought  him  still  speaking.” 

(See  Todd’s  learned  note  on  this  passage,  in  his  edition  of 
Milton.)  —  “  Fulfilled  in  your  ears,”  which  our  revisers  have 
left,  from  “  fulfillid  in  youre  earis ”  of  Wiclif,  conveys  no 
adequate  meaning ;  and  is  a  defective  translation  of  the 
Latin,  11  impleta  est  haec  Scriptura  in  auribus  vestris ,”  which 
supposes  the  ellipsis,  ‘  quce  est' 


1  Vigeh.  de  Idiot,  c.  iv.  §  12.  n.51*  Hoogev. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  18.  was  present  for  him,  to  heal.]  o-om/u;  Kugioy  r,v 
Big  ro  tcMsdut  uutov,  so  the  ^ra t.  MS. ;  not  avrovg,  ‘  to  heal  them, 
as  the  later  copies  read,  from  not  keeping  in  mind  that  of 
Matthew,  xiii.  58,  “  He  did  not  many  mighty  works  there, 
“  because  of  their  unbelief.” 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  1.  on  a  Sabbath-day.]  ev  2a (St3aru> :  —  So  reads  the 
Vat.  MS.,  the  Cod.  Vat.  Urb.  2,  the  Cod.  L,  and  some  others. 
The  word,  bevn^o^uiru),  of  the  received  text  (‘  sec  undo  primo’ 
of  the  Vulgate,  ‘  secoande  Jirste  ’  of  Wiclif,  and  ‘  second  after 
1  the  first ’  of  our  common  version),  is  plainly  a  marginal 
irreption  in  an  age  long  posterior  to  the  evangelist ;  and  has 
cost  much  lost  labour  of  interpretation  to  learned  annotators. 
It  seems  most  probable,  that  the  phrase  was  a  late  com¬ 
pendious  mode  adopted  for  expressing  the  ‘  first  Sabbath  of 
‘  the  second  month /  as  acutely  suggested  by  Wetstein  in  his 
note ;  but,  the  ancient  and  simple  reading,  ev  2 «/3/3a-w,  is 
confirmed  by  ev  ere^  2a $3.  following,  #at  ver.  6. 

Ver.  12.  in  the  prayer-house  of  God.]  ev  rr,  to-j 

Geoy.  This  passage  the  Latin  translator,  with  extraordinary 
inscience  of  Greek  construction,  rendered,  ‘  in  oratione  Dei; 
Wiclif  thence  translated,  ‘  he  was  al  nyght  dicellinge  in  the 
*  preier  of  God.  This  our  revisers  have  changed  to,  “  con- 
“  tinued  all  night  in  prayer  to  God .”  It  is  manifest  that, 
on  this  occasion,  their  attention  to  the  Greek  wa9  wholly 
suspended,  through  their  confidence  in  the  Latin.  Dr.  Burton 
is  desirous  to  protect  the  Latin  version  transfused  into  our 
English  text;  and  proposes,  eyere  moriv  ©sou — ‘  have  faith 
1  in  God,  Mark,  xiii.  22,  as  a  parallel  construction  to,  r,v 
ev  rp  'rgoffe-jyij  rou  ©soy.  Without  pressing  the  disparity  of  the 
two  constructions,  I  shall  only  observe ;  that,  as  c^offsuyai 
are  now  well  known  to  have  been  *  localities  for  prayer 
the  article,  rr„  defines  the  signification  here.  The  Latin 
translator,  not  sensible  of  the  force  of  the  demonstrative 
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article,  rendered  ‘  or  at  tone. 7  Had  *  prayer  to  God 7  been 
the  sense  intended,  it  would  have  been  expressed,  tv  rp 
,7r^o<iiuy7j  cr^og  rov  Q£ovf  as  in  Rom.  x.  1  ;  xv.  30,  Gr.  All, 
therefore,  that  is  now  requisite  is,  to  determine  the  proper 
English  rendering  of  *  proseuche 7  The  Jews  had  their  one 
great  ‘ temple /  at  Jerusalem;  they  had  their  ‘  synagogues7 
in  various  cities ;  but,  besides  these,  they  had  their  1  houses 
*  for  prayer7  in  numerous  retired  places,  which  structures 
the  Greeks  called  cgoaeuycu,  *  proseuclitB. 3  Campbell  renders 
the  word,  '  oratory:  this  term,  though  perfectly  correct,  is 
not  sufficiently  familiar  for  our  vernacular  Scriptural  vocabu¬ 
lary  ;  I  have,  therefore,  preferred  the  more  simple  and  intel¬ 
ligible  term,  of  ‘  prayer-house . 7  A  learned  annotator  affirms, 
that  these  were  “  not  edifices ,  but  groves,  like  the  ancient 
“  Druidical  temples.”  This  statement  is  directly  contrary 
to  that  of  Josephus,  who  thus  describes  one  of  them  :  xara 
rrjv  ecriova av  q/ttgav  ffuvayovrai  rravrtg  tig  rijv  TIPOSEYKHN,  / ity/erov 
OIKIIMA  coXvv  oyXov  t'Ziht^ae&ai  duvufievov  (JOSEPH.  Vit.  C.  54)— 
“  On  the  next  day,  they  all  assembled  in  the  Proseuclie ,  a 
“  vast  edifice  capable  of  admitting  a  large  multitude.”  The 
Jews  resident  in  Rome  had  several  of  these  buildings  in  that 
city,  which,  as  we  are  told  by  Philo,  served  also  for  schools 
(tom.  ii.  p.  168,  not.  Mangey);  whence  the  well-known  line 
of  Juvenal  (iii.  296) : 

“  Ede,  ubi  consistas,  in  qua  te  quaero  Proseucha.’7 

Epiphanius  states,  that  “  some  of  the  pros  euchre  were 
“  covered  buildings,  and  some  open  to  the  air,  in  the  manner 
“  of  forums ;  and  that  they  were  anciently  placed  out  of  the 
“  towns;”  but  he  makes  no  mention  of  ‘groves,7  which  were 
forbidden  to  the  Jews  as  places  of  worship,  on  account  of 
their  intimate  connexion  with  the  idol-worship  of  the  Gen¬ 
tiles  :  nvug  dt  oixoug  eauro/g  xaraffxeua.ffavrtg,  t?  rorroug  cXartig  popcov 
dixr,v,  -rgofftuyag  raurag  exctXouv,  xai  7}ffav  fhtv  ro  ‘raXcuov  ‘rgoatuyuv 
to  -rot  tv  rt  roig  lovdaioig  noXscug,  xai  tv  roig  Su/Augzirctig  (Uteres. 
80).  For  the  abhorrence  of  groves  in  the  Hebrew  worship, 
see  the  articles  1  grove7  and  'groves,7  in  Cruden’s  Concord¬ 
ance,  and  all  their  references. 

Ver.  15.  Simon,  called  Zelotes.~\  rov  xuXov/mvov  Zy Xurev : — 
the  order  of  construction  appears  to  be,  xaXou/Mtvov  rov  Zt]\cjrr,v 
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— called  tho  Zealot .’  “  There  was  about  that  time,”  says 

Campbell,  44  a  party  in  Palestine,  who  distinguished  them- 
44  selves  by  the  title,  ty.djrai  ( Zealots)f  and  who,  though 
44  perhaps  actuated  by  a  pious  intention  at  the  beginning, 
44  soon  degenerated,  and  became,  at  last,  the  greatest  scourge 
44  of  their  country,  and  the  immediate  cause  of  its  ruin. 
44  Though  the  atrocious  actions  of  the  fyXwrcu  brought  at 
44  last  the  very  name  into  disgrace,  there  is  no  reason  to 
44  think,  that  the  mention  of  it  here  carries  any  unfavour- 
14  able  insinuation  along  with  it.”  The  mention  of  that 
denomination  here,  is  evidently  to  record,  and  to  render 
more  remarkable,  Simon’s  entire  renunciation  of  the  Law 
for  which  he  had  been  so  eminently  zealous ,  and  his  con¬ 
version  to  the  Gospel  with  a  zeal  and  sincerity  qualifying 
him  to  be  selected  by  our  Lord  for  one  of  his  twelve  Apostles. 
The  single  adjunct  of  £?jXwr7jj — 4  zealous ,’  to  the  name  of 
this  Simon,  implies  all  that  St.  Paul  expressed  of  himself 
when  be  said,  v-rcto-^uv  tom  0eou,  x.a6utg  \j{Lei$  ears  aqfjjtgov 

— 4  being  zealous  towards  God,  as  ye  all  are  this  day;'  and 
it  marks  out  a  conversion  similar  in  quality  to  St.  Paul's, 
though  differing  in  its  peculiar  cause  and  circumstances. 

Ver.  20.  leg  gars.]  See  Annot.  to  Matt.  v.  6. 

Ver.  38.  will  be  given.]  <$w gouw  : — literally,  1  they  will 
4  give.'  This  idiomatic  phraseology,  employed  by  St.  Luke, 
which  he  repeats  in  c.  xvi.  9,  signifies  only,  4  will  or  shall 
4  be  given"  The  agent,  or  agents,  to  which  the  verb  per¬ 
tains,  is  implied  in  the  context.  In  this  place,  we  are  to 
understand  the  import  in  the  sense  in  which  St.  Paul  writes 
to  the  Corinthians  (2  Ep.  ix.  10):  44  And  he  who  supplieth 
44  seed  to  the  sower,  will  both  supply  bread  for  your  food, 
44  and  will  multiply  your  seed  sown,”  &c.  So,  in  c.  xvi.  9, 
44  that  they  may  receive  you  into  eternal  habitations,”  signifies, 
44  that  ye  may  be  received or,  44  that  He,  to  whom  it  per- 
44  tains,  may  receive  you,  &c.”  Wiclif  translated  correctly 
from  the  Latin  (which  as  correctly  renders  the  Greek),  44  thei 
“  schulen  gyve  into  youre  bosum.”  Erasmus  makes  no  alter¬ 
ation  in  the  Vulg.  version  — 44  dabunt  in  sinurn  vestruin.” 
The  introduction  of  the  limitation,  44  men into  our  English 
text — 44  shall  men  give  into  your  bosom” — defeats  the  true 
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intention  of  the  passage ;  and  characters  an  interpretation  of 
a  darkening  age,  which  Euthymius  (in  the  12th  century)  thus 
appears  to  have  intended  to  spiritualise :  “  Who  will  repay 
“  the  same  measure  of  bounty?  doubtless,  they  who  have 
*'  been  benefited  :  for,  while  God  makes  repayment  for  them, 
“  they  themselves  seem  to  repay  ” — wnobun roue/  to  toiovtov  ^ergov 
r?js  euegyeff/ag,  rmg ;  oi  euegyerr/tievreg  Tavrug"  rov  &eov  ycig  aTo8i- 
hovrog  uTeg  aurav,  avroi  80x0 \j<hv  ccTo8i8ovai.  The  phraseology  is 
of  kin  to  that  which  Uses  the  plural  for  the  singular. 

Ver.  40.  even  as  his  Master.]  Dr.  Burton  justly  observes, 
“  If  we  compare  Matt.  x.  24  (29),  John,  xv.  20,  the  whole 
u  passage  seems  to  mean,  that  the  disciples  were  to  expect  to 
“  he  treated  as  their  Master xaT7}^na/xivog  ug — ‘  perfected  as,' 
has  a  kindred  9ense  to  <jvp(LO0pi?:fievog  ru» — 1  made  conformable 
1  to /  in  Philipp,  iii.  10.  The  construction  is  not  vag  xarjjg- 
riGi^ivog,  (gtoci  u>g  b  8i8acxa\og  aurou,  as  it  has  been  generally 
taken  ;  but,  Tag  (fiadr,T7ig),  ttrrai  xa rr^Tia/Mvog  ug  b  8i8aaxa\og 
avroi/  {xarr^riGfLivog  7)v)  :  xarrigruffievog  eurai  being  used  for  xarag- 
r/^Tjffexa/,  the  sacred  Greek  writers  commonly  using  the  parti¬ 
ciple  with  the  substantive  verb,  to  express  all  tenses,  both 
active  and  passive.  (See  Annot.  to  Matt.  i.  21.) 

Ver.  49.  because  it  was  well-built.]  81a  to  xaXug  oizo8a>Mzicrdai 
aurriv.  This  clause,  which  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  or  oldest 
text,  has  been  exchanged  in  the  later  texts  for  that  in  Matthew, 
TeQtfj.t'Kiwro  ya§  tTi  ttjv  Tergav,  in  order  to  force  a  harmony  of 
the  two  Gospels ;  but,  the  primitive  reading  is  still  preserved 
in  the  Syriac  and  Coptic  versions ;  and  both  coalesce  in  the 
Ethiopic. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  7.]  See  Annot.  to  Matt.  viii.  8. 

Ver.  21.  gave  sight.]  The  general  series  of  MSS.,  both 
Alex,  and  Const.,  read  e^ag/eraro  (3\emiv,  forming  a  combina¬ 
tion  of  evidence  sufficient  to  prove,  that  to,  in  the  rec.  text 
(e^ag/tfaro  to  fiXentiv),  is  either  a  repetition  of  the  preceding 
syllable,  or  an  officious  intrusion  of  some  very  junior  philo- 
ponist.  Bloomfield  regards  it  as  “  very  necessary  to  the  sense : 


Ciiap.  VII. 


LUKE. 


235 


“  ro  j Q'ht'ztiv  (he  says),  signifies,  the  faculty  of  sight.”  But,  if 
the  evangelist  did  not  intend  to  use  /Sxece/v  here  as  a  noun, 
but  as  a  verb ,  ro  is  not  necessary ;  and  it  was  evidently  under¬ 
stood  as  a  verb  in  all  the  ancient  copies  which  had  not  ro. 
All  these  understood  the  passage  with  the  ordinary  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  evangelists,  rufXo/s  troKkois  e%ct(>/<raro  (aureus)  /?Xecreiv, 
i.  e.  iva  (3\6-^u<ti — 1  he  granted  to  many  who  were  blind  that 
1  they  might  see:*  (as,  in  c.  xviii.  41,  bet  at/a/3Xe%J^,  signifies, 
fj, e  avafiXe^cu.)  This  is  the  literal  sense  of  the  words,  though 
they  may  be  rendered  in  a  translation,  c  gave  sight  to  many 
‘  who  were  blind/  But  we  are,  now,  particularly  engaged 
with  the  original  text.  Of  the  authorities  which  omit  to, 
Scholz  gives  the  following  comprehensive  catalogue :  “  1st, 
“  all  his  Constant,  family ,  in  the  aggregate ;  2dly,  his  Alex, 
“family,  viz.  ABEGHKS V.  13.  69.  72.  91.  106.  125.  130. 
“  142.  145.  209.  234.  237.  247.  253.  299.  300.  alii  plurimi ” 
If  any  reading,  therefore,  can  be  proved  erroneous  by  testi¬ 
mony,  iyayecLTo  to  is  90  proved.  The  to  was  introduced  into 
print  by  Erasmus,  who  (as  we  have  9een,  Pref.  p.  19)  knew 
only  eight  junior  MSS.  Of  these  eight,  five  only  contained 
the  Gospels;  and  of  those  five,  the  Cod.  69  alone  omitted  ro. 
Erasmus,  therefore,  decided  by  the  numerical  testimony  ol 
four  against  one;  but  he  knew  no  other  of  the  numerous 
MSS.  above  cited,  whose  weight  overwhelms  the  four  which 
constituted  a  determining  weight  to  him.  Scholz,  neverthe¬ 
less,  has  adopted  ro,  although  the  professed  object  of  his 
edition  was  to  establish  and  present  a  new  text,  more  correct 
than  that  of  any  of  his  predecessors. 

Ver.  31.]  The  clause,  “  And  the  Lord  said,”  of  the  Const. 
or  received  text,  is  not  contained  in  any  of  the  most  ancient 
MSS.  and  versions ;  yet  it  is  an  unobjectionable  supplement, 
if  distinguished  by  a  different  character  in  the  context.  The 
absence  of  this  clause,  in  all  the  earlier  authorities,  shews 
that  it  should  be  included  in  the  parenthesis  with  the  two 
preceding  verses. 

Ver.  35.  all  her  works.]  See  Annot.  to  Matt.  xi.  20. 

Ver.  47.]  The  order  for  interpretation  of  this  passage  is 
simply  this :  Xeyw  aoi  on  rf/acries  coXu,  ou  ai  rrcXXai  a i 
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cifLagTica  auT7js  u^tuvrat.  As  the  Greek,  stands,  in  its  own 
involved  construction,  it  is  to  be  rendered  thus  :  “  I  tell 
“  thee,  because  her  sins,  which  are  many,  are  forgiven,  that 
<£  she  hath  loved  much”  (yagtv  cum  genitivo,  sed  sine  arti- 
culo,  redditur  gratia ,  causa. — Viger.  not.  Hoogev.  p.  10); 
but,  according  to  the  ordinary  construction  of  our  idiom, 
“  I  tell  thee,  that  she  hath  loved  much,  because  her  sins, 
“  which  are  many,  are  forgiven.”  The  propensity  of  com¬ 
mentators  to  obscure  a  plain  passage  by  unneeded  efforts  of 
explication,  is  often  very  surprising.  And  this  interpretation 
is  confirmed  by  our  Lord’s  conclusion ;  y  dt  oXtyov  a<pierai, 
■/.at  oXiyov  ayarra.  The  Vat.  MS.  has  xai  in  the  last  clause, 
which  has  lapsed  from  the  junior  copies: — or/,  looks  back 
to  Xtycii  Got. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  31.  into  the  bottomless  pit]  m  rr,v  ufivGGov:  —  Our  ver¬ 
sion  renders  “  into  the  deep but,  as  it  had  also  rendered  eig 
to  (3a6o$,  1  into  the  deep,  just  before,  in  ch.v.4.  of  this  Gospel, 
where  it  means  “  the  sea;'  and  as  the  herd  of  swine,  on 
this  occasion,  rushed  down  into  the  sea,  and  perished  in  the 
waters;  the  translation  is  equivocal.  The  meaning  of  the 
word  ufiuGGog  is  clearly  the  same  as  in  Rev.  xx.  1,  where  it  is 
rendered  “  bottomless  pit,"  or  place  of  punishment ;  and,  as  it 
intends  the  same  thing  here,  it  requires  to  have  the  same 
interpretation. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

Ver.  50.  not  against  you,  is  for  you ]  iifiu v  vpuv,  which 

is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  and  all  the  most  authoritative 
MSS.  and  versions,  commands  such  evidence  of  its  genuine¬ 
ness,  that  though  the  received ,  and  all  the  Const,  texts,  read 
T/fLCiiv  vx6f>  TifLtnv,  Scholz  has  deemed  it  necessary  to  receive  the 
former  reading  into  his  edition. 

Ver.  55.]  The  passage  in  the  common  text,  “  and  said, 
“  ye  know  not  what  manner  of  spirit  ye  are  of:  for  the  Son 
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“  of  Man  is  not  come  to  destroy  men's  lives,  but  to  save 
44  them,”  is  absent  from  every  MS.  of  antiquity  and  authority  ; 
so  that  it  is  excluded  by  Scholz  himself.  This  is  one  of  the 
amplifying  and  embellishing  interpolations  of  the  philopo- 
nists,  of  which  our  revisers  were  not  apprised.  The  latter 
part  of  the  passage  was  suggested  from  ch.  xix.  9. 


CHAPTER.  X. 

Ver.  7.  whatever  they  have ]  ra  <rag  auruv  —  not  1  as  they 
‘  give'  The  Latin  has,  *  quce  apud  illos  sunt  ,’  which  cor¬ 
rectly  renders  the  Greek.  Wiclif  has,  4  the  thingis  that  ben 
1  sett  to  you'  Whence  Wiclif  drew  this  reading,  does  not 
appear  among  any  various  lections,  Latin  or  Greek  ;  yet,  our 
revisers  have  adhered  to  the  same  import  in  their  clause, 
44  such  things  as  they  give.” 

Ver.  15.  And  thou,  Capernaum,  &c.]  See  Annot.  to 
Matt.  xi.  24. 

Ver.  28.  do  this,  and  thou  wilt  live.]  44  If,”  says  St.  Paul, 
“  a  law  had  been  given  which  could  have  given  life ,  truly 
“justification  would  have  been  by  that  law ;  but,  the  Scrip- 
44  ture  hath  concluded  all  under  sin,  that  the  promise, 
14  through  faith  in  Jesus  Christ ,  might  be  given  to  them  who 
44  believe  in  him.”  (Gal.  iii.  22.)  When,  therefore,  our  Lord 
6aid,  4  Do  this,  and  thou  wilt  live,’  he  stung  the  inquirer’s 
conscience  to  a  sense,  that  it  was  what  he  had  not  done,  and 
could  not  do  under  his  Law.  It  remained,  therefore,  for  in¬ 
ference,  that  something  more  than  man’s  ‘  doing  ’  (to  which 
the  question  was  confined),  was  necessary,  in  order  to  4  inherit 
1  eternal  life:  namely,  “  not  to  do  only,  but  to  believe  on  Him 
44  who  justifieth  the  ungodly .”  (Rom.  iv.  5.) 

Ver.  31,  2.  priest — Levite.']  Michaelis,  in  his  note  to  his 
Introduction ,  vol.  i.  p.  52,  very  needlessly  perplexed  himself 
to  ascertain  exactly  whom  Josephus  intended  by  the  term 
aiZn$6l>  ;  and  observes,  44  that  in  the  later  period  of  the 
“  Jewish  state,  he  opposes  hone;  and  ccoy/ege/g.”  The  fact  is, 
that  when  he  speaks  ecclesiastically,  as  a  Jew,  he  uses  the 
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words  hge/$  and  \svirai,  priests  and  Levites ,  as  our  Saviour 
does  in  this  place ;  but,  where  he  speaks  a9  a  Greek  historian, 
he  employs  the  words,  *gyjtgu$  and  iegeis, — chief-priests  and 
priests. 

Heb.  Gr. 

i-ws . cc  ez*eeis 

I  4  I 

Xeu/rai  ieje/s 

Thus,  he  makes  ag%/egws  synonymous  with  hgeus  in  the  one 
case,  but  opposes  those  words  in  the  other. 

Ver.  35.  he  took  out  two  pence.']  See  Annot.  to  John, 
xii.  5. 

Ver.  42.  There  is  yet  need  of  one  thing]  i.  e.  ‘  though 
‘  thou  hast  been  careful  about  so  many  things,  there  is  yet 
‘  one  which  thou  hast  neglected  :5 — it  is  evident,  that  in  is  to 
be  understood  here;  and  as,  in  several  instances  where  m 
zdn  have  come  together,  one  or  other  of  those  words  have 
lapsed  from  different  MSS.  through  inadvertency  in  tran¬ 
scription,  it  is  highly  probable  that  tn  was  expressed  in  the 
autograph  of  the  evangelist. 

Ib.  the  better  portion  ]  rw  ayaOrjv  fitgid  a: — This  is  mani¬ 
festly  a  case  where  “  the  positive  is  put  for  the  comparative  ” 
(Matthia:  Gr.  Gr.  vol.  ii.  §  457,  p.  662) ;  as  xaXov  for  a/umv, 
in  Matt,  xviii.  8. 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  2.  When  ye  pray,  say}  &:c.]  See  Annot.  to  Matt, 
vi.  13. 

Ver.  7.  my  children  and  /.]  /ier  t/io-j,  signifies,  xa>  tyco: — 
See  Campbell’s  note  on  this  place,  where  he  refers  to  Matt, 
ii.  3,  1  Cor.  xvi.  11,  Eph.  iii.  18,  for  a  similar  use  of  /isra. 

Ver.  38.  the  inside  is  full  of  your  rapine.]  Not,  ro  zaudsv 
jjtuvy  ye/J>tt,  but,  ro  effufov  (tov  c/vaxos),  ye/ie/  agcra yra  iifiuv :  which 
also  explains  ra  ivovra — 1  what  is  in  it in  ver.  40.  (Compare 
Matt,  xxiii.  24.)  It  is  surprising,  that  so  simple  a  passage 
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should  have  caused  such  circuitous  courses  to  find  a  meaning 
for  it.  A  mystery  has  also  been  made  of  vuv — ‘  nowt *  in  this 
verse.  It  will  be  evident,  on  observation,  that  vw  has  grown 
out  of  the  conjunction  of  auroN  T/iets,  in  the  uncial  writing, 
and  of  a  maDuscriptural  repetition  of  the  final  and  incipient 
letters  of  those  two  words  :  XyTONN  WMeiC ;  which 
being  read,  avrov  w  vftus,  w  was  taken  for  a  compend  of  vuv 
(toi) :  vuv  is,  therefore,  a  convicted  splialma . 

Ver.  47.]  Our  version  here  reads,  with  the  modern  Vul¬ 
gate  and  later  Gr.  MSS.,  “  they  killed  them,  and  ye  build 
u  their  sepulchres ” — auruv  ra  fivT,fieia:  some  of  those  MSS. 
read  rapoug  for  fix ntytuia,  shewing  that  the  passage  has  been 
tampered  with.  But  the  Vatican  and  Beza  MSS.,  the  Coptic , 
and  the  oldest  Latin  versions,  do  not  contain  the  clause, 
‘  their  sepulchres y  in  this  place  ;  only  in  the  preceding  verse, 
from  whence  the  junior  copies  have  repeated  it  here. 
Stephens  observes,  “  that  o/xoSo^ew — ‘  to  build/  is  used  in 
“  the  N.  T.,  *  tam  metaphorice  quam  proprie'  ”  Our  Lord, 
having  first  used  the  verb  * proprie  ’  in  the  preceding  verse, 
employs  it  *  metaphorice  *  in  this  :  which  transition  not  being 
perceived  by  some  copyists  of  an  early  age,  they  unskilfully 
supplied,  a  second  time,  ru  /ivy/ieia,  or  roug  rapoug.  But  the 
ancient  reading  is  this :  clvtoi  /nv  ctrrtxrtivav  avroug ,  u/ie/g  Se 
ojKodofiure.  Here,  or/.odo/itin  is  to  be  understood  in  the  sense 
of  KXrguffire — 1  ye  will  fill  up/  in  Matt,  xxiii.  30.  Our  Lord 
signifies,  figuratively,  ‘  they  killed  the  prophets,  and  ye  build 
‘  or  will  build  up,  i.  e.  complete  their  work /  (See  1  Thess. 
ii.  16.) 

Ver.  48.  said  the  Wisdom  of  God.]  This  clause  is  con¬ 
tained  in  every  Greek  MS.,  with  no  other  variation  than 
acocrrfXXw  for  unoarikui  in  the  Beza  MS.  Euthymius  thus 
observes  :  —  iuurov  ovofLCt^e,  sopiav  rou  ©eou*  tv  rw  pyGevri  yap  xzpa~ 
Xa up  pr,6iv  6  Martiaiog  timtv  aurov  or/*  idou  Em  atfocrfXXw  -zoog  u/iag 
rroopyTug,  x.  r.  X.  —  “  He  calls  himself  the  Wisdom  of  God; 
“  for  Matthew,  in  the  fore-mentioned  chapter  (xxiii.  32), 
“  relates,  that  he  said,  ‘  Behold,  I  will  send  to  you  pro- 
“  phets,’  ”  &c. 

Ver.  50.  the  blood  of  Zachariah,  who  will  perish.]  u<xo- 
).ou/ievou ,  not  urroXo/isvou  : —  See  Aniiot.  to  Matt,  xxiii.  33. 
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CHAPTER  XII. 

Ver.  1.  (53  of  the  last  chapter  in  the  common  text.)] 
The  later  MSS.  have  remarkably  departed  from  the  most 
ancient  copies,  in  the  first  sentence  of  this  verse  :  the  former 
read,  Xgyo vrog  Se  aorou  raura  irgog  avroug  ;  the  Vat.,  Ephr 
Cod.  L.  33,  and  Copt,  versions,  read,  xaxatev  e^gXdovs-os  aurov. 
This  clause  properly  commences  the  following  paragraph,  as 
is  shewn  in  w  tig — 4  during  which  things ,’  now  improperly 
severed  from  it;  it  is,  therefore,  made  the  beginning  of  the 
succeeding  chapter,  in  the  present  Revision. 

Ver.  16.  Who  made  me  a  judge  oi'  a  divider  over  you?] 
Our  Lord  here  plainly  spoke  with  allusion  to  the  words 
addressed  to  Mo9es  by  the  Hebrew,  in  Exod.  ii.  14,  “  Who 
44  made  thee  a  prince  and  a  judge  over  us?”  in  the  Greek, 
rtg  <fe  xart(fT7}0ev  a^yrpvr a  za/  6ixagrr,v  ep’  TifLUiv :  thus  prompting 
his  hearers  to  apprehend,  that  he  was  the  “  Prophet  like 
“  unto  Moses ,  whom  God  woxdd  raise  up.” — Deut.  xviii.  15. 
Acts,  iii.  22,  23. 

Ver.  32.  all  the  nations — require.]  See  Annot.  to  Matt, 
vi.  32. 

Ver.  58.  how  is  it  that  ye  know  not  how  to  judge?]  xcug 
oux  oidare  doxi/xa^av :  —  So  reads  the  Vat.  MS.;  so,  also,  the 
Codd.  L.  33,  the  Copt.,  Sahid .,  Eph .,  and  Latin  Cork.  vers. : 
not  Tug  ou  8oxi  future,  as  in  the  rec.  text. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  9.  And  if  it  afterward  bear  fruit,  well.]  The  Vat.  MS. 
reads  thus:  xclv  /lev  r?oir,(tr,  xagrrov  ug  ro  fteWov’  e/  /A7jye,  txxo-^/tig* 
avrov:  90  read  also  the  Codd.  L.  and  33.  The  junior  copies 
have  inverted  this  l  eading,  to  the  detriment  of  the  sense. 

Ver.  35,  36.  (See  Annot.  to  Matt,  xxiii.  37-39.)  Ye  will 
not  know  me,  even  while  ye  shall  say,  4  Blessed ,*  &c.]  The 
order  of  this  clause,  in  the  Greek,  varies  in  different  copies. 
In  the  Vat.  and  Alex.  MSS.  it  stands,  ou  fLf\  id?}™  (Lt ;  in  the 
Cod,  Bezcp,  ov  fLr,  /x£  This  last  reading  (with  e  above 
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the  i)  is  important,  from  shewing,  that  idrin  was  understood 
to  be  properly  ;  the  /  being  very  commonly  written  / 

for  the  £/  diphthong,  in  the  uncial  MSS.  “  In  nostro  Codice 
“  (Alex.),”  says  Woide,  “  e<  pro  /,  et  i  (pier unique  /)  pro  ei 
tL  ponitur;  sic  iorjj*6  pro  hinc  reperies,  ifiana  et  ufia- 

u  net ;  et/ii  et  — (Prcef.  §  33.)  So  Kipling  (Prcef.  p.xiii.) 
In  the  passage  before  us,  therefore,  is  to  be  read,  e/5?jr« — 

*  know,'  not  ‘see;’  and  the  whole  sentence,  according  to 
the  order  of  the  Vat.  MS.,  thus,  Xeyw  5s  u/i/v,  o-j  [in  eihr^e 
/is  ecus  e/crTjrs,  EuXoyjj/xevoc,  &c.  The,  cev  tj^ji  ors,  though  found 
in  the  Alex,  and  Beza  MSS.,  is  an  insertion  of  an  age 
posterior  to  the  Vat.  MS.  For  ecu;,  in  the  sense  of  *  dum  — 

*  whilst see  Hoogeveen,  de  Part.  p.  20S,  ed.  Schutz.  This 
remarkable  prediction  of  our  Lord,  is  recorded  by  St.  Luke 
only.  A  few  days  before  He  arrived  at  Jerusalem ,  where  he 
was  to  experience  the  outrages  he  had  foreshewn,  he  foretold 
the  fickleness  of  his  nation,  which,  on  his  first  arrival  in 
that  city,  would  hail  him  with  the  salutation,  “  Blessed  is 
“  He  who  cometh  in  the  name  of  the  Lord!”  The  fulfilment 
of  this  prediction  St.  Luke  relates,  in  ch.  xix.  36,  37.  Some 
very  heedless  interpolator  has  transferred  this  prediction  to 
Matthew,  introducing  it  after  it  had  been  fulfilled  ;  insensible 
of  its  due  relation  to  the  narrative.  (See  Annot.  to  Matt. 

p.  166.) 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

Ver.  5.  Whose  child  or  whose  ox.]  r/vog  k>[icdv  v)og  rj  (3ovg : — • 
So,  all  the  most  ancient  MSS.  Of  this  remarkable  passage, 
Michaelis  observes  :  “  The  first  editors  of  the  Greek  Test. 
“  so  sensibly  felt  the  impropriety  of  the  reading,  uiog  n  (3ovg, 
“  that  they  unanimously  inserted  ovog,  although  they  found 
“it  in  not  a  single  MS.” — (Introd.  vol.  ii.  p.394,  and 
marg.  note.)  “  The  number  and  value  of  the  MSS.  which 
“  preserve  this  reading  (u/05),”  says  Macknight,  “  are  very 
“considerable;  and  though  it  is  not  found  in  any  ancient 
“  version  except  the  Syriac,  yet,  if  we  were  to  be  deter- 
“  mined  solely  by  the  external  evidence ,  I  should  not  hesitate 
“  to  declare,  that  the  balance  is  in  its  favour.  There  is, 
“  however,  an  internal  improbability  in  some  things,  which 
“  very  strong  outward  evidence  cannot  surmount.”  Yet,  so 
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commanding  is  that  external  evidence,  that  even  Scholz  has 
bowed  to  it;  and  has  received  viog  into  his  text,  to  the 
rejection  of  hwg.  Bloomfield  is  pleased  to  say,  44  without 
44  sufficient  reason but  I  must  take  leave  to  say,  with  far 
greater  reason  than  that  on  which  that  learned  editor  rejects 
it.  The  external  evidence  is  complete.  It  is  opposed,  only 
by  Michaelis’s  sense  of  *  impropriety  ;  by  Macknight’s  sense 
of  4  improbability ;'  and  by  Bloomfield’s  sense  of 4  harshness, 
4  and  violation  of  the  usage  of  language  *  These  are  very 
feeble  arguments  to  urge  against,  what  the  external  evidence 
shews  to  be,  a  matter  of  fact .  The  repugnance  of  those 
learned  persons,  only  demonstrates  the  magnetic  power  of 
4  reception .’  As  viog,  according  to  a  frequent  usage  of  the 
sacred  writers,  is  to  be  understood  here  in  the  general  sense 
of  *  child,’  (as  viog  aggyv,  a  male  child ,  in  Rev.  xii.  5),  and  not 
in  the  limited  sense  of  *  son;  our  Lord  argues,  44  Whose  child , 
44  or  (even)  whose  ox  among  you  shall  fall  into  a  pit,  who 
44  will  not  straightway  pull  it  out  on  the  Sabbath-day?”  and 
he  leaves  them  to  draw  a  similar  inference  to  that  which  he 
himself  had  drawn  on  a  similar  occasion,  in  ch.  xiii.  17, 
respecting  an  aged  and  infirm  woman. 


CHAPTER  XV. 

Ver.  16.  to  be  fed.]  yopaadrimt  ex,  is  the  reading  of  the 
Vat.;  also  of  the  Beza ,  L,  and  many  other  MSS.  and  ancient 
versions.  This  has  been  changed,  by  some  early  philoponist, 
to  ytfusai  T7j v  y.oiXiav  uvrov  clko  — 4  to  fill  his  belly  with,’  in  order 
to  heighten  the  picture.  Chrysostom  read  as  the  Vatican. 
So  also  the  Latin  Cod.  Brixiensis ,  although  the  modern 
Vulgate  has,  4  implere  ventrem 

Ver.  17.  I  am  perishing  here.]  tyu  5?  ube :  So  the  Vat., 
Beza,  numerous  other  MSS.,  and  most  ancient  versions :  u8b 
has  evidently  lapsed  in  the  junior  texts,  from  the  o.ao/or.  w  8b, 
u8e  ( Pref .  p.  62).  Scholz  has  properly  restored  it. 

Ver.  21.  Make  me  as  one  of  thy  hired  servants.]  This 
clause,  repeated  from  ver.  18,  is  contained  in  this  place,  in 
the  Vat .  and  Beza  MSS.,  but  has  lapsed  from  the  Const. 
texts  through  an  6/xoior.  of  <jou  —  oov. 
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Ver.  6.  thy  bond.']  yga/x/xa : — i.  e.  the  Lord’s  security 
against  his  debtor,  in  the  custody  of  the  steward.  The  word 
‘  bill ,’  rather  conveys  the  idea  of  a  claim  against  the  Lord. 
Wiclif  renders  ‘  thi  caucion*  from  the  Vulgate  1  cautionem  ’ 
— security  or  bond ,  which  is  the  proper  meaning  of  y^a/x/xa, 
in  this  place. 

Ver.  9.  may  receive  you.]  See  Annot.  to  c.  vi.  38. 

Ver.  12.  that  which  is  Ours?]  Erasmus  has  abstained 
from  any  notice  of  this  corrupted  verse  :  so  also  has  our  late 
learned  commentator,  Dr.  Campbell.  It  is  one  of  the  *  loci 
*  affecti or  disturbed  verses,  of  the  Greek  text.  The  Vulgate 
renders  it,  “si  in  alieno  fideles  non  fuistis ;  quod  vestrum 
“  est  qui9  dabit  vobis?”  Wiclif  thus  rendered  it  from  the 
Vulgate,  “  if  ye  weren  not  trewe  in  other  mennes  thing, 
“  who  schal  geve  to  you  that  that  is  youre?”  Our  revised 
version  has  only  modernised  the  English  of  Wiclif;  “  if  ye 
“  have  not  been  faithful  in  that  which  is  another  man’s,  who 
“  will  give  you  that  which  is  your  own?"  Though  this  has 
become  the  reading  of  all  the  later  MSS.,  yet  the  Vat.  MS., 
Origen,  Tertullian,  Theophylact,  and  Euthymius,  read  very 
differently :  the  Vat.  MS.,  with  the  latter  two  fathers,  read 
wertgov,  *  ours the  former  two,  e/iov,  ‘  mine ;  instead  of 
Opengovy  *  yours?  Since  the  verse,  as  it  is  rendered  in  the 
Latin  and  English,  has  resisted  all  intelligible  interpretation, 
it  is  in  the  most  ancient  reading  that  we  are  to  expect  to  find 
the  means  of  elucidating  it.  Our  Lord  first  says:  “  If  ye 
“  have  not  been  faithful  in  false,  or  worldly ,  riches,  who  will 
“  confide  to  you  true,  or  heavenly ,  riches?”  He  then  enforces 
the  same  question  under  another  form  :  “If  ye  have  not 
“  been  faithful  in  that  which  i9  foreign  (to  Us),  who  will 
“  commit  to  you  that  which  is  Ours?"  and  he  concludes  with 
the  affirmation,  “  No  servant  can  serve  two  masters: — ye 
“  cannot  serve  both  God  and  Mammon."  God,  and  Mammon , 
are,  therefore,  the  two  final  objects  designed  in  both  the 
preceding  questions ;  to  the  first ,  are  to  be  referred,  a 'krjivov, 
and  Ti/iersgov ;  and  to  the  last,  aoixus,  and  aXXorg/w.  In  ^/xers^oi', 
therefore,  i9  implied  our  Lord’s  consociation  with  the  Father, 
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asserted  on  another  occasion,  “  We  will  come,  and  make  Out 
“  abode  with  him  (John,  xiv.  22). ”  vfurtgov,  1  yours,’  is  an 
early,  and  manifest  corruption :  “  vpiv  et  ri/uv,  v/Mt^a  et 
t(  jj/ttrega,  millies  inter  se  commutantur ” — Canter.  (Above, 
p.  56.) 

Ver.  16.  is  preached.']  See  Annot.  to  Matt.  xi.  12. 

Ver.  22.  to  Abraham’s  bosom.]  See  Annot.  to  John, 
xiii.  23. 


CHAPTER  XVII. 

Ver.  4.  seven  times.]  See  Annot.  to  Matt,  xviii.  21. 

Ver.  9.  Doth  he  thank ,  &c.]  See  Preface,  p.  47. 

Ver.  14.  as  they  went ,  they  were  cleansed.]  See  Annot.  to 
John,  ix.  8. 

Ver.  20.  observation]  cruga-rigrifeus — the  Greek  word  re¬ 
quires  to  be  paraphrased,  to  extract  its  true  sense.  Euthymius 
explains  it  well,  by  fitrct  c(f>i$aveia$  avdouvi vijg — 1  with  human 
1  discernment  /  Campbell  translates,  “  ushered  in  with  parade,” 
which  exaggerates  its  simple  meaning. 

Ver.  21.  is  within  you.]  ivrog  b/iuv:  i.  e.  the  kingdom  of 
God  is  to  be  sought  or  found  within  yourselves.  (Rom.  xiv. 
19.)  It  has  been  proposed  to  understand  these  words  as 
signifying,  “  is  in  your  own  country ,  and  among  your  own 
“people;”  which  would  be  expressed,  ev  v/miv.  It  is  sur¬ 
prising,  that  the  propounders  of  this  strange  exposition  did 
not  perceive,  that  they  thus  made  our  Lord  contradict  him¬ 
self  ;  for,  they  made  him  refer  his  auditors  to  that  kingdom, 
as  to  an  external  object  a-aga rngyaeug,  of  observation  and 
discernment. 

Ver.  23.]  We  find  here  a  confluent  double  reading,  w 
diwZqre,  /Mr}  ctxeXIfare :  the  Vat.  has  only  the  first  of  these. 
(Pref.  p.  77.) 

Ver.  36  of  the  received,  or  common  text,  is  not  contained 
in  the  most  ancient  and  authoritative  MSS.  and  versions, 
and  is  evidently  an  amplification  drawn  from  Matt.  xxiv.  41. 
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Ver.  1.  Men  ought  to  pray  always ,  and  not  be  dis¬ 
couraged.']  So  St.  Paul:  “  Pray  without  ceasing — persist  in 
“  prayer.”  “  What  chiefly  impedes  our  consolation  (said  a 
li  consummate  master  of  devotional  piety),  is  the  reluctancy 
il  with  which  we  apply  ourselves  to  prayer — Hoc  est  quod 
“  maxime  impedit  consolationem ;  quod  tardius  te  convertas 
“  ad  orationem .” — ( De  Imit.  Christi.) 

Ver.  42, 43.  And  Jesus  said  to  him,  See!]  xai  o  insovg  umv 
bury,  AvctpXi^ov : — This  sublime  demonstration  of  the  power 
of  our  Lord’s  word,  or,  as  the  author  of  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews  speaks,  “  the  word  of  His  power  ” — to  rrig 

dwapeug  aurou,  is  impaired  by  the  tardy  paraphrase,  “  Receive 
“  thy  sight.”  We  see,  in  John,  ix.  1-11,  the  verb  ai >a/3Xecrw, 
applied  to  a  man  born  blind,  where  the  sense  cannot  be 
qualified  by  the  particle  ava.  Here,  then,  we  find  a  parallel 
to  the  sublimity  pointed  out  by  Longinus  in  the  words,  yevqfyra) 
<pwg'  y.ai  t-yivi.ro  fwg  —  “  God  said,  Let  there  be  light ,  and  there 
“was  light.” — ava(3\e-^/ov  xai  caga xt7lfla’  —  “  and 

“  Jesus  said,  See! — and  immediately,  he  saw!” 


CHAPTER  XIX. 

Ver.  11.  to  receive  for  himself  the  sovereignty ,  and  to 
return.]  The  description  in  this  parable  is  not  readily  appre¬ 
hensible  to  the  reader,  in  our  common  version ;  though  the 
original  terms  rendered  it  familiar  to  the  auditors  to  whom 
it  was  addressed.  These  had  been  accustomed  to  live  under 
a  sovereign  appointed  by  the  distant  Emperor  of  Rome ;  wrho 
was  sometimes  obliged  to  repair  to  Rome  to  ‘  receive  ’  his 
sovereignty,  before  he  e  returned ’  to  exercise  it  at  home . 
It  was,  therefore,  the  1  sovereignty  at  home,’  not  a  distant 
1  kingdom’  (as  our  version  appears  to  express),  that  the 
‘  nobleman’  went  to  receive: — f$attkuaf  is  here  taken  in  the 
general  sense  of  fovatreia,  rtyipovta.,  *  regia  potestas (See 
Steph *  Thes.y  Valpy,  p.  2697.) 
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For  this  chapter,  generally,  see  Annot.  to  Matt.  ch.  24. 

Ver.  21.  flee  to  the  borders.']  St.  Luke's  fulness  in  deliver¬ 
ing  this  passage,  enables  us  to  explain  the  same  passage  as 
it  is  abridged  in  the  two  former  Gospels.  Our  Lord  gives 
three  cautions,  against  the  time  when  the  city  of  Jerusalem 
should  be  invested  by  the  Roman  armies :  1 .  that  all  who 
lived  within  Judea,  should  escape  to  its  borders ;  2.  that 
those  who  inhabited  the  borders  should  depart  beyond  them ; 
3.  that  those  who  inhabited  the  adjacent  countries,  should 
not  enter  within  them.  Here  we  may  plainly  discern,  1st, 
that  ogT)  (as  in  the  var.  reading  of  Matt.  xv.  39,  Wetstein, 
Scholz),  has  beeu  an  error  for  og/a — borders ;  which,  as  has 
been  observed  (p.  198),  were  intermediate  neutral  tracts  be¬ 
tween  confining  countries ;  and,  2dly,  that  aunjs,  is  an  error 
for  aoruvf  arising  out  of  the  compend,  out.,  noticed  above 
from  Canter  (see  p.  58).  The  received  text  shews  the  error 
by  its  defect  of  sense :  “  let  them  which  are  in  Judea  flee  to 
“  the  mountains;  and  let  them  which  are  in  the  midst  of  it, 
“  depart  out ;  and  let  not  them  that  are  in  the  countries 
“  enter  thereinto.”  This  rendering  causes  contradictory  in¬ 
junctions  to  those  who  shall  be  in  Judea — viz.  both,  ‘  to  flee 
'  to  the  mountains ,’  and  to  1  depart  out .’ 

Ver.  25.  as  the  roaring  of  the  sea  and  waves.]  This  passage 
has  suffered  ‘  affection  *  in  the  progress  of  frequent  transcrip¬ 
tion.  In  the  Vat.  and  other  ancient  MSS.,  the  reading  is 
uniformly,  a  cog/a,  ’SaXafftyg  xai  aakov  :  Griesbach’s  read¬ 

ing  is  therefore  confirmed.  Tertullian  renders,  “  veluti  a 
sonitu  maris  fluctuantis.”  The  later  MSS.  read,  vxouaqg  SaX. 
with  Cod .  Bezce.  The  more  ancient  reading  had  plainly  a 
comparative  expression,  as  we  see  in  Tertullian’s  version. 
Erasmus  only  notices  the  later  reading;  “  ^ootTTjg  0aXa<r<njs, 
“  id  est,  resonantis  maris.”  These  varieties  render  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  examine  the  word  jj %oug,  of  the  ancient  text.  This 
cannot  be  the  accus.-pl.  of  r,%os,  ou ,  it  must,  therefore,  be  the 
genitive  of  r^yoi,  oog,  oZg,  ‘  resonantia It  appears,  that  Ter¬ 
tullian  read,  or  understood,  u;  qgous,  which  would  signify 
literally,  *  as  of  the  resounding ,  or  echo,  of  the  sea  and  waves 
and  cog  will  thus  have  been  elliptically  omitted,  according  to 
the  common  Hebrew  ellipsis  of  the  2  comparationis. 
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Ver.  36.  may  he  able.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads,  xunGy^ua^rs ; 
the  received  text  reads,  xaraJ/w&jvs,  ‘  that  ye  may  be  accounted 
1  worthy :  the  former  reading  is  supported  by  other  ancient 
MSS.  and  versions.  The  Cod.  Vind.  Lambec.  31.  (Birch), 
introduces  in  this  place  the  floating  1  story  of  the  adulteress,' 
commonly  placed  in  cli.  viii.  of  St.  John’s  Gospel ;  though, 
in  some  copies,  at  the  end  of  that  Gospel. 


CHAPTER  XXII. 

Ver.  7.  Thz  passover  was  to  be  sacrificed.]  (See  Annot.  to 
Matt.  xxvi.  17.)  The  commentators  of  the  middle  ages  have 
created  almost  inextricable  perplexity  respecting  the  day  on 
which  our  Lord  kept  the  passover,  in  consequence  of  their 
endeavouring  to  adapt  the  other  three  Gospel  narrations  to 
their  mis-interpretation  of  John,  xviii.  28  ;  instead  of  inter- 
preting  the  passage  in  John,  by  the  plain  statements  of  those 
other  evangelists.  To  support  an  assumption,  that  our  Lord 
anticipated  the  passover  by  one  day,  that  is,  that  he  sacrificed 
the  paschal  lamb  on  Wednesday  evening  instead  of  Thursday 
evening,  Euthymius  (p.  1001)  interprets  the  words  ec/dy/x/a 
ecsfly/xr/cra — *  with  desire ,  I  have  desired ,  or,  have  earnestly 
4  desired to  signify,  errovbrj  saxo'otiuffa — ‘  with  haste,  I  have 

*  hastened,  i.  e.  anticipated <r£oeXa/3s  rov  xcu^ov  r,/iegqi  /ua  — 

*  he  anticipated  the  time  by  one  day:  an  interpretation  abso¬ 

lutely  unwarranted.  Our  Lord  is  stated  by  Matthew,  Mark, 
and  Luke,  to  have  kept  the  passover  on  the  day  appointed 
by  the  law — iv  j  at  ro  xaG% a.  How  that  statement 

accords  with  that  of  John  in  the  passage  in  question,  will 
appear  in  the  Annotation  to  that  passage. 

Ver.  29.  a  kingdom.]  The  confusion  obvious  in  our  English 
translation  of  this  verse,  which  Campbell  has  pointed  out, 
but  has  not  very  clearly  rectified,  has  been  drawn  from 
Wiclif’s  version,  whose  language  has  been  modernised,  but 
his  interpretation  not  corrected  by  his  revisers.  The  Vulgate 
renders  thus:  “  Ego  dispono  vobis  sicut  disposuit  milii  Pater 
u  meus  regnum,  ut  edatis  et  bibatis  super  mensam  meain  in 
“  regno  meo,  et  sedeatis  super  thronos,”  &c.  The  Latin 
strictly  follows  the  order  of  the  words  in  the  Greek  ;  and 
Wiclif  thus  literally  translated  it:  *  I  dispose  to  you  as  my 
<  fadir  hath  disposid  to  me  a  rewme  :  That  yc  ete  and  drinke 
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4  on  my  boarde  in  my  rewme,  and  sitte  on  trones,’  &c.  His 
revisers  assumed  4  a  rewme  ’  to  be  the  subject  of  the  verb 
dispose ,  in  the  first  clause  ;  and,  under  that  erroneous  assump¬ 
tion,  in  altering  Wiclif’s  language,  they  have  fixed  a  false 
and  contradictory  import  on  the  sense,  viz.:  “  I  appoint  unto 
44  you  a  kingdom ,  as  my  father  hath  appointed  unto  me  ;  that 
14  ye  may  eat  and  drink  at  my  table  in  my  kingdom ,  and  sit,” 
&c.  Whereas,  if  we  adhere  to  the  Greek  order  of  words 
in  the  translation,  it  should  be  thus  expressed  :  44  I  ordain 
44  for  you  (as  my  Father  hath  ordained  for  me  a  kingdom), 
44  that  ye  may  eat  and  drink  at  my  table  in  my  kingdom  ” 
Sec.  But,  if  we  employ  the  order  natural  to  English  phrase- 
ology,  it  should  be  expressed  thus  :  44  As  my  father  hath 
44  ordained  for  me  a  kingdom ,  so  have  I  ordained  for  you, 
44  that  ye  shall  eat  and  drink  at  my  table  in  my  kingdom 
Our  Lord  did  not  say,  that  he  had  ordained  for  his  disciples, 
a  kingdom ;  but,  the  privilege  of  eating  at  his  table,  in  the 
kingdom  which  his  father  had  ordained  for  him.  Thus,  our 
revisers  have  introduced  a  plurality  of  kingdoms,  where  our 
Lord  spoke  only  of  one.  (See  Pref.  p.  80.) 

Ver.  37.  it  is  enough.]  See  Annot.  to  Mark,  xvi.  41. 

Ver.  43,  44,  of  the  common  text,  which  contain  what  is 
vulgarly  called,  44  the  agony  in  the  garden ,”  are  unknown  to 
the  Vatican ,  the  Alexandrian ,  and  other  ancient  MSS. ;  they 
are  marked  with  asterisks  in  some,  as  suspicious,  and  with 
obeli  in  others,  as  decidedly  spurious.  They  are  not  noticed 
by  Tertu Ilian  in  the  two  places  where  he  adverts  to  this 
incident  (dc  fug .  in  per  sec.  c.  8,  and  de  Orat.  c.  4),  although 
they  would  have  strengthened  his  argument  in  the  former 
place,  by  shewing,  that  God  administers  support,  even  where 
he  requires  suffering.  The  internal  evidence  is  also  against 
them  ;  for,  though  our  Lord’s  human  nature  received  food 
from  the  hands  of  angels  after  his  trial,  or  temptation ;  it 
was  not  in  the  power  of  an  angel  to  supply  strength  to  his 
spiritual  nature.  They  are  also  in  contradiction  to  the  par¬ 
ticular  circumstance  in  the  suffering  which  our  Lord  was  to 
endure,  in  which  his  prayer  for  the  44  removal  of  his  cup ”  was 
rejected ;  and  which  caused  him,  a  few  hours  after,  to  exclaim 
to  bis  heavenly  Father,  44  Why  hast  Thou  forsaken  Me!” : 
which  entire  abandonment  was  the  climax  of  his  passion. 
(See  lleb.  ii.9,  and  Annot.)  Jerom  only  says, 44  in  quibusdam 
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u  exemplarihus ,  tam  Grrccis  quam  Latinis,  invenitur,  Apparuit 
**  illi  angelus  de  caelo  confortans  eum  (tom.  iv.  p.  521):” 
but,  as  our  Lord  is  not  stated  to  have  testified  the  fact  himself ; 
and  as  those  who  alone  could  have  witnessed  it,  were  sunk  in 
sleep;  on  what  original  testimony  is  it  supposed  to  rest?  for, 
it  is  not  corroborated  by  either  of  the  apostolical  evangelists. 
1  am,  therefore,  surprised  at  the  facility  with  which  Dr. 
Bloomfield  would  admit  those  verses  as  genuine.  **  These 
“  verses,  43,  44/'  he  says,  “  are  rejected  by  some  critics ; 

but,  as  the  external  evidence  for  their  omission  is  next  to 
“  nothing ,  and  the  internal  very  slender  and  precarious ;  and 
“  as  their  omission  is  far  easier  to  account  for  than  their 
4t  insertion ;  they  may  justly  he  regarded  as  genuine .”  The 
acceptance  of  this  license ,  must  depend  on  the  degree  of 
jealousy  in  the  readers  mind,  for  the  integrity  of  the  evange¬ 
list’s  text.  Campbell  passes  those  verses  without  any  remark. 
(See  Wetstein’s  note.)  The  passage,  first  found  in  the  inter¬ 
polated  Cod.  D.  or  Bezos  (see  p.269),  betrays  itself  to  be  an 
unskilful  attempt  at  embellishment,  savouring  of  the  age  in 
which  it  was  first  imagined;  and  it  has  acquired  an  increase 
of  popular  authority  from  the  subject  which  it  has  afforded, 
for  the  exercise  of  imaginative  skill,  to  the  great  painters  of 
a  superstitious  age.  Those  two  verses  constitute  a  part  of  the 
<  Apocrypha  of  the  New  Covenant .’  It  is  to  be  remarked, 
that  the  writer  of  the  Cod.  Reg.  13.  of  Wetstein,  in  the  12th 
century,  had  written  the  first  two  words  of  this  interpolation 
in  his  copy  5e),  but  desisted,  and  proceeded  with  the 
45th  verse  :  a  different  and  a  later  hand  has  finished  the 
spurious  passage  in  the  margin. 


CHAPTER.  XXIII. 

Ver.  15.  for  he  hath  sent  him  hack  to  you. ]  anmiL-^iv  yag 
a-jTov  trgo;  vfi, as,  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  MS.,  and  of  almost 
all  the  most  ancient  authorities ;  except,  that  some  read  n/i a$ 
for  j/tag  (p.  244).  This  perspicuous  reading  is  rejected  by 
Scliolz,  in  favour  of  his  Const,  or  rec.  text. 

Ver.  17  of  the  common  text,  is  not  contained  in  the  oldest 
MSS.  and  versions.  It  has  been  introduced  into  the  received 
text,  from  Matt,  xxvii.  15,  and  Mark,  xvii.  G. 


250 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  XXIII. 


Ver.  29.  green  tree.]  e/  ev  tuuto.  koicv&v,  ev  tu 

ti  yiverou  (a vroii) :  i.  e .  “  if  they  do  these  things  while 
“  they  have  yet  spiritual  life,  and  opportunity  for  repentance; 
“  what  will  befall  them,  when  these  shall  have  departed  from 
“  them!”  This  awful  reflection  of  our  Lord  is  in  the  spirit 
of  his  lamentation  over  Jerusalem  in  ch.  xix.  41. 

Ver.  31.  called  Kra nio w.]  K^av/oy :  — Not  Calvary,  Calva- 
rius ,  which  is  only  a  vestige  of  the  Latin  Vulgate.  (See  Pref. 

p.  8.) 

Ver.  32.]  The  first  clause  of  ver.  34  of  the  common  text,  is 
unknown  to  the  Codd.  Vatican  and  Bezcs ,  and  some  ancient 
versions;  and  is  evidently  taken  verbatim  from  Eusebius’s 
account  of  the  death  of  St.  James,  which  he  thus  relates:  — 
e07jxe  tcl  yovara  Xeywy,  ca^axaXw  Kt/g/e,  ©ee,  Ilareg,  apef  auroig *  ou 
yag  ojSaa/  ti  koioum — •  *  He  knelt  down,  saying,  0  Lord,  God, 
* Father ,  forgive  them ,  for  they  know  not  what  they  do:*1 
(these  are  the  identical  words  transferred  to  our  Lord).  It 
is  very  apparent  that  Eusebius  was  not  acquainted  with  those 
same  words  in  Luke’s  Gospel,  from  his  not  remarking  their 
identity.  It  is,  therefore,  another  unskilful  effort  of  embel¬ 
lishment,  for  it  directly  contradicts  our  Lord's  own  words 
(John,  xvii.  9),  “  I  pray  not  for  the  world ,  but  for  them  whom 
(t  thou  hast  given  me.”  That  it  was  unknown  to  Tertullian, 
also,  in  an  earlier  age  than  that  of  Eusebius,  is  clear,  from 
his  producing  St.  Stephen  as  a  singular  instance  of  a  dying 
person  praying  for  his  enemies  ( de  Patientia ,  c.  14) :  “  Lapi- 
“  datur  Stephanus,  et  veniam  hostibus  suis  postulat: — con- 
“  stitit  nobis  in  exemplum  et  testimonium ,  tarn  spiritu  quam 
u  came,  tarn  animo  quam  corpore,  patientiae  perpetrandae,” 
&c.  Would  Tertullian  have  altogether  omitted  our  Lord  in 
this  argument,  if  he  had  read  this  clause  in  Luke’s  Gospel? 
Most  assuredly,  he  would  have  preferably  adduced  his  ex¬ 
ample.  It  is  therefore  manifest,  that  some  weakly  pious 
philoponist  thought  that  our  Lord’s  character  needed  this 
surreptitious  aid,  to  raise  it  to  an  equal  level  to  that  of 
Stephen  and  James;  and  that  he  has  supplied  it  from  the 
example  of  James. 

Ver.  41 .  To-day  thou  shalt  be  with  Me  in  Paradise.] 
This  blessed  representation  of  the  immediate  state  of  those 
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who  *  die  in  the  Lord,  pronounced  by  the  Lord  himself,  was 
that  which  inspired  St.  Paul’s  aspiration  (Philipp,  i.  23),  to 
“  depart  and  to  be  with  Christ knowing,  from  the  same 
Divine  assurance,  that  in  that  departure  he  should  only  “pass 
“from  death  into  life;”  into  that  ineffable  condition  of  im¬ 
mediate  happiness,  which  our  Lord  signified  by  the  word 
‘ Paradise All  such,  we  are  assured,  “  God  will  bring 
“  with  Him ”  at  His  coming;  which  words  sufficiently  assume 
us  also,  that  they  are  with  Him  now.  A  pious  writer  and 
admired  preacher  of  the  present  day,  whose  imagination  was 
impressed  by  an  hypothesis  of  a  ‘  Millennium ,’  finding  the 
word,  <r>j//.6£ov,  ‘  to-day /  as  commonly  applied,  wholly  adverse 
to  his  hypothesis,  has  striven  to  bend  the  sense  of  this  plain 
and  unequivocal  sentence,  though  uttered  by  our  Lord,  into 
a  conformity  with  his  hypothesis;  instead  of  modelling  his 
hypothesis  by  the  clear  instruction  of  our  Lord’s  speech. 
He  would  reduce  the  meaning  of  sr\ to  a  mere  enforce- 
ment  of  affirmation,  ‘  Verily,  1  tell  thee  this  day ,  thou  shalt  be 
‘  with  me  in  Paradise When? — at  a  future  remote  and  un¬ 
defined  period,  fondly  imagined  by  some,  and  by  them  called, 
a  Millennium .  How  different  was  the  consolation  offered  by 
our  Lord,  when  interpreted  according  to  the  authority  of 
St.  Paul,  as  above  cited !  (See  Annot.  to  1  Thess.  iv.  5.) 

Ver.  42.  the  sun  failing  of  its  light.}  to v  i)\m  exXeirrovTog: 
so  read  the  oldest  authorities,  with  the  Vatican  MS.  and 
others.  Later  MSS.,  following  Origen,  have  changed  those 
words  to,  uixoTttsdj j  6  jjA/og — 4  the  sun  was  darkened on  the 
ungrounded  assumption,  that  the  notion  of  *  eclipsed ,’  in  its 
astronomical  sense,  is  implied  in  the  word,  exXemvros;  and, 
that  no  ‘  eclipse ’  took  place  at  that  juncture.  So  contends 
Euthymius,  with  the  criticism  of  his  age.  But  it  is  remark¬ 
able,  that  Luke  uses  the  verb,  exXe/'rw,  elsewhere,  to  signify, 
‘failing  in  force ;  and  that  he  is  the  only  evangelist  that 
employs  that  word  (c.  xvi.  9  ;  xxii.  31).  In  this  place,  it  has 
the  simple  sense  of,  *  failing  in  power ,  or  failing  to  give  its 
*  lights  without  any  reference  to  a  physical  cause,  or  scientific 
explanation  of  the  phenomenon.  Yet  Michaelis  ventures  to 
pronounce,  with  inertial  pertinacity,  and  with  no  additional 
authority  to  allege,  “  the  reading  is  undoubtedly  false,  though 
“  so  ancient  as  to  have  been  ((noted  by  Origen.” 


252 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  XXIII. 


Ver.  49.  Arimathea,  a  city  of  the  Judeans.']  Agi/ta$<ua$ 
co  Xsug  run  loudens :  —  Our  version  renders,  “Arimathea,  a 
“  city  of  the  Jews*'  This  rendering  is  the  more  observable, 
because  Wiclif  had  rendered,  ‘  a  cytee  of  Judee ,*  from  the 
Latin,  4  civitate  Judceaf  which  is,  in  effect,  the  true  meaning 
of  ruv  I ovdaiuv ;  those  words  being  here  used  in  a  geographical , 
not  in  a  national  sense.  Arimathea  (the  Greek  enunciation 
of  Aramatha  or  Arimatha),  here  mentioned,  was  situated  in 
Judaea,  near  to  Joppa,  and  is  called,  4  of  the  Jud&ans ,  i.  e. 

1  of  Judea to  distinguish  it  from  Ramoth-Gilead,  called  also, 
in  the  time  of  Luke,  Arimathasa  (by  Josephus,  A.  J.  tom.  i. 
p.  469,  AgaiiaQa  n ]{  TaXuabirog),  which  was  situated  far  beyond 
the  boundaries  of  Jud$a,  and  even  beyond  Peraa,  to  the 
north-east.  That  Bengel  should  not  have  dwelt  upon  this 
word  is  not  remarkable,  since  he  followed  the  interpretation 
of  the  Latin,  4  Judee <e,y  and,  therefore,  understood  it  in  its 
geographical  sense ;  but  it  is  somewhat  observable,  that  all 
our  annotators,  even  to  the  latest  of  them,  have  passed  the 
word  lojdaiuv,  without  any  reference  to  the  rendering  of  our 
version ;  though  one  of  them,  Campbell,  renders,  4  a  city 
*  of  Judaa,'  in  his  text.  This  fact  cannot  be  collected  by 
the  common  reader  from  the  vague  phrase,  4  of  the  Jews 
since  the  Jews  were  spread  over  the  whole  of  Palestine. 
The  passage  should  be  rendered  strictly,  44  the  city  Aramatha 
44  of  the  Judeans ,”  or,  of  Judea  Proper. 

Ver.  52.  declining  to  the  Sabbath.]  This  clause  can  be 
only  rendered  by  paraphrase.  The  common  reading,  enupwazz, 
4  illucescehat  —  began  to  shine,'  has  been  tortured  in  vain,  by 
every  effort  of  ingenuity,  to  signify,  the  beginning  of  the 
Sabbath,  which  always  commenced  with  approaching  dark¬ 
ness :  an  interpretation,  near  of  kin  to  the  etymology, 
4  lux  a  non  lucendo  '  The  approach  of  the  Sabbath  was, 
therefore,  characterised  by  the  diminution  of  light.  Three 
MSS.,  of  the  9th  and  13th  centuries  (K.  Wetst.  Vat.  1548, 
Birch.  42  Wetst.),  read  in  this  place,  acrepwirxe,  wrhich  would 
certainly  express  the  retreat  of  light;  but,  a  verb  a  rrotpusscu, 
is  not  found  in  use  elsewhere.  Nevertheless,  as  it  expresses 
the  fact ;  as  a co  and  tin  are  frequently  confounded  in  MSS. 
(see  Canter,  Pref.  p.  53) ;  and  as  acrag  ’kzyo^iv a  occur  in  the 
New  Greek  Scriptures;  it  is  very  possible,  that  an  ancient 
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Hellenistic  term,  aKtpuffxi,  has  been  transmuted,  in  after¬ 
times,  to  ecepwm :  a* rofuffxu,  with  the  privative  sense  of  a*™ 
in  compound,  would  seem  to  answer  to  ‘  subluceo’  in  Ovid 
(Amor.  i.  5.  5.) : 

“  Qualia  sublucent  fugiente  crepuscula  Phaebo 
and  to  denote  the  ‘  kora  crepusculascens’  (q.  sublucescens ), 

“  Ultima  pars  lucis,  primaque  noctis" — 

(Gesner.  Thes.  t.  i.  p.  1281.) 

Michaelis  observes,  “  It  is  possible,  and  often  highly  pro- 
“  bable,  that  the  true  reading  is  preserved  in  only  one  of 
“  the  MSS.  that  are  now  extant;”  and  there  is  no  passage 
to  which  that  observation  can  be  more  reasonably  applied, 
than  this :  tafifiarov  acrepwm,  would  thus  signify,  4  sabbat um 
1  crepusculascebat.’ 


CHAPTER  XXIV. 

Ver.  1.]  The  clause,  xai  ring  euv  auraig — u  and  certain 
“  others  with  them,”  which  our  version  has  adopted  from 
the  received  Constant,  text,  is  not  in  the  most  ancient  MSS. 
or  versions;  it  is  not  in  the  Latin,  and,  consequently,  not  in 
Wiclifs  translation.  Erasmus  says:  “  Hie  Greed  Codices 
“  addunt,  zeu  rm$,  &c.”  By  comparing  the  collations  from 
Wetstein  downwards,  we  see  of  liow  little  authority  from 
antiquity  were  the  few  MSS.  which  Erasmus  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  consulting. 

Ver.  17.  they  stopped  sorrowful.]  ser^cav,  and  t<STr\cav, 
are  the  most  ancient  readings  ;  not  tm,  as  in  the  received 
text:  the  first,  is  the  reading  of  the  Vatican  MS. 

Ver.  30.  he  disappeared  from  them.]  See  Pref.  p.  8. 

Ver.  41.  a  piece  of  a  dried  fish. ]  That  oerrog,  in  this  place, 
means  simply,  dried ;  that  the  ottrog  r/Jvg,  of  St.  Luke,  is 
equivalent  to  the  o-^ag/ov  of  St.  John ;  and  that  both  words 
are  derived  from  the  same  ultimate  thema  with  ocraw,  will 
appear  from  many  considerations.  Pollux  (lib.  i.  §  242, 
and  vi.  §  77)  applies  both  ocrog  and  •rerag/%£y/2.evog  to  express, 
dried  grapes  and  figs.  Though  rag/^og  is  rendered  by  the 
Latin  *  salsameatum  *  yet  the  Greek  word  does  not  neces¬ 
sarily  include  the  action  of  saltt  but  both  words  are  applied 
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to  articles  dried  in  the  air  or  sun :  onrog  rrgog  rt\m ,  Xen. ; 
ragi^suzi,  Zngatvei,  Suid.  (Steph.  Thes.  Valpy.)  Fish,  so  cured, 
is  a  common  article  of  food  not  only  on  the  coasts,  but  in 
the  interior  of  the  eastern  countries;  such  were  the  o-^ag/a 
which  the  apostles  had  with  them  as  they  journeyed,  and 
with  which  our  Lord  fed  the  multitudes ;  and  such,  also,  the 
ttfug  orrrog  of  which  he  now  eat.  To  this  use  the  excess  of 
fishes,  miraculously  drawn  on  two  several  occasions,  would 
have  been  applied;  for  which  reason,  St.  John  calls  them, 
o-^aya  (c.  xxi.  10),  though  still  alive.  The  adjective,  ortrog, 
therefore,  expresses  only  the  effect  of  heat ,  or  drying ,  whether 
by  the  action  of.  the  sun,  air,  or  fire ;  and,  in  the  present 
case,  it  is  to  be  understood  in  the  simple  sense  of  ‘  dried; 
as  forming  an  article  of  food  ready  at  hand. 

The  clause,  xeu  avo  piXiaaiov  xtj^/ou — *  and  of  a  honeycomb ,’ 
is  not  found  in  the  Vat.,  the  interpolated  Bezce,  Alex.,  or 
L.  MSS.;  that  is  to  say,  not  in  any  MS.  anterior  to  the 
eighth  century,  and  is  marked  with  an  asterisk  in  the  Syriac 
version  :  it  is,  therefore,  rejected  from  this  Revision,  although 
it  is  contained  in  all  the  printed  texts,  and  is  retained  even 
by  the  latest  learned  editor,  Scholz.  But,  if  it  existed  not  in 
those  early  copies,  it  is  reasonable  to  inquire,  how  it  could 
come  to  pass,  that  so  incongruous  a  concomitant  as  1  a  honey - 
<  comb'  should  have  become  associated  with  *  dried  fish , 
after  a  lapse  of  so  many  ages.  The  prosecution  of  this 
inquiry,  appears  to  bring  us  to  a  curious  issue.  It  seems 
to  shew,  that  the  clause  originated  from  a  marginal  note  of 
some  minute  glossist,  who  thought  to  assign  the  name  of  the 
particular  fish  which  our  Lord  then  eat ;  as  the  same  credu¬ 
lous  times  have  thought  to  transmit  the  name,  and  kind,  of 
the  fish  in  whose  mouth  Peter  found  the  tribute-money  : 
only,  in  the  latter  case  there  is  schism,  some  affirming  it  to 
have  been  the  haddock,  and  some  the  dorado  or  dory.1 

1  44  There  is  also  another  very  remarkable  character  in  the  haddock ;  a  large 
44  square,  or  dusky  spot,  on  each  side  of  the  body  near  the  head,  or  a  little  below 
44  the  first  dorsal  fin,  from  whence,' in  the  legends  of  credulous  devotion,  it  has 
41  been  admitted  to  be  tbe  same  fish  as  St.  Peter  caught  with  the  trilmte-money 
44  in  its  mouth.  The  two  spots  are  considered  as  the  mark  of  St.  Peter’s  thumb 
44  and  fiuger,  which  has  ever  since  remained  impressed  on  the  sides  of  the  whole 
44  race  of  haddocks,  to  perpetuate  the  circumstance.  But  it  may  be  added,  that 
44  the  haddock  is  not  without  a  rival  in  the  reputed  proof  of  sanctity,  the  sides 
41  of  the  dory  being  even  more  distinctly  marked  than  those  of  the  haddock ." — 
Rees’s  Encyclop.  (Gadus  JEglefinus.) 
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Now,  a  stream  that  flows  into  the  lake  or  sea  of  Tiberias,  or 
Gennesaret,  from  whence  the  apostles  supplied  themselves 
so  frequently  and  copiously  with  fish,  was  noted  for  pro¬ 
ducing  a  fish  of  great  reputation,  namely,  the  K ogaxmg — 
‘  Coracinus  :'  this  is  stated  by  Josephus.1  This  fish  received, 
from  its  colour  and  appearance,  the  epithet  of  xr,g/oe/$ij; — • 
*  wax-like So  it  was  described  by  Epicharmus,  cited  by 
Athenxus  in  the  third  century,  in  his  enumeration  of  deli¬ 
cate  fishes : 

aX^T/Grai  re  xooctxivoi  rz  xrioiozihug. — p.  308.  Ed.  Casaub. 

4  Alphaestee  Coracimque  cerei.' 

4  The  wax-like  Coracini ,  and  Alphaestae:’ 

So  also  the  alphas  tee,  by  Apollodorus  Atticus,  cited  by  the 
same  writer:  ocXpr^rcu  to  [lzv  bXov  xrioozideig- — ‘the  alphcesta 
‘  have  altogether  the  appearance  of  wax.’  (p.  281.)  The 
same  writer  enumerates  the  xorafiiog  xoguxivos — •*  river  Cora - 
‘  cinus /  among  ra  rapyj) — 4  dried  fish'  (p.  121. 

The  words  in  the  received  texts  of  St.  Luke,  fitXiaoiou 
xt.piov,  seem  rather  to  intend  ‘  bees' -wax'  than  ‘  honeycomb 
The  superstitiously  pious  curiosity  of  a  middle  age  appears, 
therefore,  to  have  indulged  itself  in  endeavouring  to  ascer¬ 
tain  the  particular  fish  which  our  Lord  eat  on  that  memorable 
occasion ;  and  in  determining,  that  it  was  the  ‘  Wax-fish,'  or 
‘  Coracinus which  assumed  discovery,  noted  as  a  gloss  on 
the  margin,  but  afterward  misapprehended,  was  at  length 
drawn  into  the  text,  in  the  form  in  which  we  now  find  it. 
But,  whatever  may  have  given  origin  to  the  clause,  it  cannot 
be  any  longer  retained,  with  any  sanction  of  sound  criticism. 

Ver.  46.  in  the  City.]  ev  rr,  rtoXu: —  k  rroXig,  denotes  the 
metropolis,  by  eminence,  as  ‘  Urbs'  was  used  by  the  Romans 
to  denote  Rome ;  and,  as  we  say  ‘  Town,'  for  ‘  London  '  The 
latter  copies  have  subjoined,  l7}go-j<jctXr,rj,f  4  Jerusalem,'  which 
is  not  expressed  in  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions. 

1  rtvva  x«rc  tw  A A Kt^axivxi  Vit^et'rXniTiar  —  4*  it  produces 
“  a  fish  very  similar  to  the  Coracinus  of  the  Alexandrian  lake.” — Dell.  Jud. 
lib.  iii.  c.  10. 


St.  J  0  H  N. 
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Ver.  1.  And  the  Word  was  God.~\  “  After  the  most 
“  diligent  inquiry,”  observes  Michaelis,  44  especially  by  those 
44  who  would  banish  the  Divinity  of  Christ  from  the  articles 
44  of  our  religion,  not  a  single  various  reading  has  been  dis- 
“  covered  in  the  two  principal  passages,  John,  i.  1,  and  Rom. 
44  ix.  5.”  Bishop  Marsh  points  out,  that  the  Cod.  Steph.  »j 
(or  L)  has  the  article  6  before  0£og,  in  the  former  passage ; 
which,  however,  is  a  distinction  without  a  difference,  as  it 
respects  the  object  of  Michaelis’s  observation. 

Ver.  5.  overcame  him  not.]  (See  Pref.  p.  8.) — uvtov  ov 
xare\ a(3ev : — The  mo9t  ancient  text  reads  with  the  masculine 
pronoun,  as  in  all  the  preceding  verses ;  not  ay  to,  as  the 
later  copies,  with  relation  to  ro  <pu$.  Campbell  renders, 
xaTsXa/Sgv,  ‘  admittedy  seeking  an  interpretation  from  ver.  1 1 , 
which  follows.  But,  xaraXa.ajSavw  has  never  an  inactive 
sense,  such  as  is  expressed  by  4  admitting ;  it  always  has 
the  active  signification  of  seizing ,  apprehending ,  occupying. 
St.  John  is  his  own  best  expositor:  in  his  1st  Ep.  c.  i.  5,  he 
says,  44  God  is  light,  and  in  him  is  no  darkness  at  all — trxor/a 
“  oux  etiTiv  b v  aura  oohiiua and  in  his  Gospel,  c.  xii.  35,  he  says, 
14  Walk  while  ye  have  the  light,  lest  darkness  come  upon  you 
“  — iv a  fLY\  Gloria,  v/iag  xaraXa/S^.”  Here,  then,  the  proposition 
is,  that  darkness  came  not  upon — obscured  not — overcame  notf 
the  light  of  the  Word,  a9  it  existed  in  him  :  4  overcame ,’  in  the 
sense  of  that  word  a9  used  by  Shakspear, 

“  And  overcome  us,  like  a  summer’s  cloud." 

Ver.  8.  but  he  came  to  bear  witness.]  We  are  rather  to 
supply  7} xOiv,  from  the  preceding  verse,  i  he  came /  than  *  he 
*  was  sent  *  from  ver.  6. 

Ver.  13.  Who  was  begotten~\  6$  tym q&j : — This  primitive 
reading  of  these  words,  in  the  singular  number,  antecedently 
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to  the  dale  of  the  most  ancient  surviving  copy  (as  testified 
by  Irenreus,  Tcrtullian,  Augustin,  and  other  fathers),  is  so 
strongly  supported  by  internal  evidence,  as  to  establish  its 
genuineness.  That  St.  John,  who  not  only  speaks  of  our 
Lord’s  incarnation ,  as  Matthew  and  Luke,  but  ascends  beyond 
it  to  his  divine  pre-existence,  and  from  thence  descends  to 
that  incarnation,  should  have  passed  over,  unnoticed,  the 
intermediate  stage  of  his  preternatural  generation ,  which  both 
those  evangelists  record,  would  not  be  credible.  Tertullian 
justly  points  out  ( de  Came  Christi ,  c.  19),  That  *  believers' 
could  not  be  intended  in  this  place,  “  cum  oinnes  qui  cre- 
“  duut  in  nomine  Domini,  com  muni  lege  generis  humani, 
“  ex  sanguine,  et  ex  voluntate  carnis,  et  ex  viri  voluntate 
“  nascuntur — since  all  who  believe,  are  born  of  blood ,  and 
“  of  the  will  of  the  flesh,  and  of  the  will  of  man."  The  syntax 
of  the  passage  also  shews,  that  0/  could  not  follow  oaoi,  as  its 
relative:  6<ro/  is  relative  to  18101  preceding — 6001  (ruv  tdtun) ; 
“  it  folloios  its  adjective,”  observes  Matthias  (vol.  ii.  p.  647), 
“  and  is  put  at  the  end  of  the  proposition."  The  pronoun 
that  succeeds,  and  begins  the  13th  verse,  is  therefore  relative 
to  the  immediate  antecedent,  ayrou,  and  is,  consequently,  not 
0/,  in  the  plural,  but  og,  in  the  singular.  Besides,  the  read¬ 
ing  ©;,  produces  contradiction,  for  it  is  not  short  of  contra¬ 
diction  to  say,  “  He  gave  those  power  to  become  the  sons  of 
“  God,  who  have  been  begotten  of  God for,  he  who  has 
been  begotten ,  is  necessarily  son  of  him  by  whom  he  has  been 
begotten.  But  St.  John  clearly  intends  to  say,  “  he  gave 
**  those  power  to  become  the  sons  of  God,  who  believe  in 
“  His  name,  or,  in  the  name  of  Him,  Who  was  begotten  ” 
Sec.  The  plural  ai/xaruv,  1  of  bloods ,’  a  plural  peculiar  to 
this  apostle  (in  this  place,  and  in  Rev.  xviii.  28),  is  illus¬ 
trative  and  confirmative  of  the  primitive  reading,  og  ;  and 
shews,  that  the  writer  was  not  speaking  of  such  as  were  the 
fruit  of  an  union  of  two  human  ‘  bloods ,’  or  persons ,  or  the 
result  of  their  disposition  and  will.  The  ancient  Latin  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  Cod.  \reronensis ,  as  published  by  Blanch  ini,  thus 
gives  the  passage  : 

“  Qui  non  cx  sanguine, 

Net] ue  ex  voluntate  carnis, 

Xec  ex  voluntate  viri, 

Sed  cx  deo  natns  est." 
s 
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Iren.,  Clem.,  Tert.,  Aug.,  read  eyewr^rj,  in  the  singular.  Ter- 
tullian  ascribes  the  received  plural  reading  to  the  artifice  of  the 
Valentinians.  Wetstein  has  incautiously  reversed  the  case  in 
hi9  Var.  Led,,  by  ascribing  the  singular  eyewr,^  to  the  Valenti¬ 
nians.  (Compare  Schulz’s  note,  which  is  reprinted  by  Scholz.) 

Ver.  16.  Grace  above  grace]  viz.  First,  the  grace  of  1  the 
1  Law :  for,  44  what  nation  is  there  so  great,  that  hath  statutes 
“  and  judgments  so  righteous  as  all  this  Law ,  which  I  set 
“  before  you  this  day?” — (Deut.  iv.  8.)  Secondly,  that  of 
44  ‘  the  Gospel / — full  of  grace  and  truth — to  be  preached  to 
“  all  nations .” — yp-i't  avr/  x&gtrog — ‘grace  upon  or  above 
*  grace/  in  an  accumulating  ratio  :• — “  Est  ubi  (civri)  melius 
44  reddetur  per  adjectivum  superlativi  gradus  —  avr/  xavrw — • 
44  prce  omnibus ,  i.  e.  prcestantissimus”  —  (Viger.  not.  50, 
Hoogev.  p.  517.) 

Ver.  28.  Bethany  beyond  Jordan.]  i.  e.  in  contradistinc¬ 
tion  to  Bethany  near  Jerusalem.  The  received  texts  have 
followed  an  uncritical  cavil  of  Origen,  and  have  substituted 
'  Bethabara.’  This  last  reading,  Matthaei  and  Scholz  judi¬ 
ciously  reject  for  the  former,  which  they  reinstate  in  the 
text,  in  conformity  to  the  Vat.,  Epkrem ,  and  the  general 
host  of  ancient  MSS. ;  in  which  restoration  they  are  follow  ed 
by  Bloomfield,  but  not  by  Burton. 

Ver.  41.  early  in  the  morning .]  tov  afoXp.  The  old 

Latin  version  of  the  Cod.  Vercellensis  reads  ‘  mane,y  not 
prbnum  with  the  Vulgate;  it  therefore  read,  crg&i/  rov,  not 
cgwroe  tov ,  which  words  were  readily  confounded  in  the 
undiv.  unc.  writing.  That  reading,  though  not  now  found 
in  the  Gr.  MSS.,  is  rendered  the  most  probable,  from  there 
being  no  numerical  succession ;  and  from  that  which  precedes 
in  ver.  39,  “  he  abode  with  him  that  day,  because  it  teas  the 
“  ninth  hour:”  i.  e.  ‘  passed  the  night  there' 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  1.  third  day ]  i.  e.  after  entering  Galilee:  see  the 
preceding  chapter,  v.  43. 

Ver.  8.  the  chief  guest ]  ao-^ir^r/./.ivog — the  chief  of  the 
guests  on  the  upper  seat  or  couch — cpwtoxXisiu  :  not  ‘  governor 
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‘  of  the  feast>  for  John  shews,  in  ver.  9,  10,  that  lie  regarded 
the  4  bridegroom'  as  4  governor’  or  master  of  the  feast. 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  10.  Art  thou  a  teacher  of  Israel?]  hdacxciXog.  In 
verses  2  and  10,  the  Latin  renders  this  word  4  magistert ' 
therefore  Wi  cl  if  rendered  it  4  maister'  in  both  places.  His 
revisers  corrected  the  word  4  maister y  by  the  Greek  in  ver.  3, 
and  rendered  4 teacher ;*  but  they  left  Wiclifs  version  in 
ver.  10,  only  changing  the  orthography  to  4  master  of  Israel.’ 
Yet,  the  rendering  4  teacher'  was  peculiarly  requisite  in  the 
latter  case ;  not  only  to  avoid  misacceptation  of  the  term,  but 
to  give  to  our  Lord’s  argument  it9  proper  force,  which  is,  in 
effect,  that  of  St.  Paul,  in  Rom.  ii.  20 :  6  ow  hdauxuv  eregov, 
gEavrov  cu  hda.ffr.eig; — 44  Thou  who  teachest  another,  teachest 
44  thou  not  thyself?”  (See  Preface,  p.  8.) 

Ver.  13.  the  Son  of  Man.]  The  later  texts  have  sub¬ 
joined,  6  m  ev  r(fj  ovgavtfi — c  Who  is  in  heaven  .'  This  clause  is 
unknown  to  the  Vat.  MS.,  also  to  Cod.  L  or  rj  Steph. 

Ver.  15.  that  whosoever  believeth  in  him,  should  have, 
&c.]  The  later  texts  insert,  w  arroXyrat  aXX' — 4  should  not 
4  perish ,  but' :  The  Vat.  MS.  and  the  Jerusalem- Syriac  have 
not  this  clause. 

Ver.  25.  with  Jesus.]  This  verse,  in  the  rec.  text,  betrays 
its  unsoundness  both  by  its  import,  and  by  the  variation  with 
which  it  exists  in  the  different  MSS.  It  is  clear  from  the 
recital,  that  the  question  alluded  to,  lay  between  John's 
disciples  and  Jesus ,  yet  the  oldest  copies  read,  4  Johns  dis- 
4  dples  and  jew' — rm  fiaGrjruiv  luctvvou  /xera  lovhaiov.  The 
junior  copies  and  the  rec.  text  have  changed  louda/ou  to 
louhaicnv  — 4  Jews from  whence  our  revisers,  assenting  to 
Wiclif’s  translation  from  the  Latin  Vulgate,  which  reads, 
4  cum  JudceiSy  have  given  the  verse  thus: 

44  There  arose  a  question  between  some  of  John’s  disciples  and 
44  the  Jews ,  about  purifying.” 

Campbell,  rather  more  correct  as  to  the  letter  of  the  text, 
translates  thus,  with  the  singular : 

44  John’s  disciples  had  a  dispute  with  a  Jciv,  about  purification.” 
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The  words,  as  they  stand  in  the  most  ancient  texts,  Vat. 
and  Alex .  (for  this  portion  of  the  chapter  is  wanting  in  the 
Codd.  Bczee  or  D),  are,  ex  rwv  [LCi&rpuiv  t<uv  Iwawou  (Lira  Iou<5a/ou  ; 
except,  that  rm  has  become  absorbed  in  the  Alex.,  as  in  all 
the  later  copies,  into  the  last  syllable  of  padrirw,  immediately 
preceding.  The  received  reading  is  evidently  corrupt,  and 
alien  to  the  purport  of  the  context.  If  we  take  a  connected 
review  of  that  context,  from  ver.  22  to  ver.  26,  it  will  be 
manifest,  that  the  evangelist  stated  only  three  parties  in  this 
transaction,  viz.  John ,  the  disciples  of  John ,  and  Jesus :  he 
relates,  <t  that  Jesus  (or  his  disciples)  baptised  in  Judeea, 
“  whilst  John  was  baptising  at  CEnon  :  that  (ovk — 1  therefore') 
“  a  question  arose  from  the  disciples  of  the  latter  to  the  for- 
“  mer,  respecting  baptismal  purification ;  for  the  final  resolu- 
“  tion  of  which  question,  they  returned  to  their  own  great 
“  teacher.”  A  Jew ,  or  Jews ,  are,  therefore,  imaginary  in¬ 
truders  into  this  narrative ;  for,  ow  establishes  a  direct  relation 
between,  and  consequence  from,  the  two  coincidental  baptisms. 
As,  therefore,  Jesus  was  the  party  designed  by  the  evangelist, 
let  us  replace  the  passage  in  uncial  and  undivided  writing, 
Merxioy^Moy.  if  we  stopped  at  Merxioy— , 
we  should  have  the  reading,  /^era  i7j<rou  —  *  with  Jesus,'  which 
would  be  the  sense  the  context  leads  us  to  expect ;  for,  IOy 
is  a  compend  of  Ijj<tou.  It  is  therefore  apparent,  that  in 
some  early  uncial  copy,  the  compend  IOy,  by  the  very 
common  inadvertency  of  repetition ,  became  lOyiOy  (see 
Preface ,  p.  62,  3) ;  and,  that  the  engrosser  from  that  copy, 
mistaking  repetition  for  abbreviation  (lOyiOy )»  read,  and 
wrote,  lOyXXlOy,  lou&aiou,  which  is  the  most  ancient 
surviving  reading.  Bentley  had  already  conjectured  the 
reading,  into  u,  from  the  import  of  the  narrative  only;  which 
sagacious  conjecture,  both  Wetstein  and  Schulz  have  noticed 
among  their  various  readings ;  but,  Scholz  has  abstained 
from  noticing  it  (see  note  to  p.  48).  Dr.  Bloomfield,  who 
adopts  the  reading  loubaiou,  would  understand  rm$,  before  it, 
to  give  it  the  sense  of  4  a  certain  Jew,’  adding,  “  the  ellipsis 
u  of  nvog  is  frequent:”  it  certainly  is  frequent  in  a  deductive 
sense,  from  a  number,  as  (rmg)  rm;  but  I  apprehend,  not  in 
an  individual  sense,  as  in  this  case;  for  which  reason,  the 
Cod.  34  of  Wetstein  (Coisl.  195)  has  altered  the  words  to 
,7fo;  nva  loudaiov,  in  order  to  force  that  sense. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  3.  obliged  to  pass  through  Samaria.]  Because  “  Sa- 
“  maria  lay  between  Judaea  and  Galilee” — h  2a fiagsirig 
,u,id7)  <liv  77)$  loudaicts  '/.at  rrt$  YaXiXoiag. —  (JOSEPH.  B.  J.  iii.  3.) 

Ver.  9.  springing  water.]  bhwo  guv :  which  our  version  ren¬ 
ders  literally,  ‘  living  water ,’  was  a  common  phrase,  signifying 
only,  springing,  or  continually  flowing ,  water. 

Ver.  20.  not  on  this  mountain  only.']  To  obtain  the  true 
sense  of  this  passage,  we  must  take,  collectively,  the  whole 
paragraph  divided  into  verses  20-23.  We  shall  then  per¬ 
ceive,  that  tv  rui  ogtf  rovrtf),  and  ev  itgoaoXvpoig,  are  opposed  to 
tv  rrvev/Man  7.0.1  aX^fh/a,  and  that  our  Lord’s  declaration  rests 
on  that  adversation  :  0 vrt,  therefore,  is  opposed  to  aXXa  in 
v.  22,  under  the  common  ellipsis  ou  (povov),  aXXa  :  v.  21 
being  in  parenthesis.  The  Samaritan  woman  thought,  that 
the  worship  of  God  was  restricted  to  a  local  point:  our 
Lord  declares  to  her,  that  it  was  not  restricted  either  to 
Mount  Gerizim  or  to  Jerusalem,  for  that  the  time  was  close 
at  hand  when  that  worship  would  be  extended  without 
limitation  of  place.  The  direct  declaration  of  our  Lord, 
exclusive  of  parenthesis,  is,  t°yjrui  uga,  ore  ovrt  tv  rut  ogti 
70-jtw  (/aovov),  ovrt  tv  ItoocoXvfioig,  ir^06xvvTlatTt  7U)  Ylarp — aXX’  0 i 
oXt,6ivoi  r:go<r/.vvr,r<xt  rrooff7.uvi)<JoviSi  ru  Ilaro/  ev  TVEu/xaT/  xai  0X7)6110,  : 

which  implies  the  same  sense  as  that  of  St.  Paul,  1  Tim. 
ii.  8,  rT90Gfj-/t6dai  tv  rruvri  rorw,  tTroioovrag  oti/oug  yttoag.  I  cannot, 
therefore,  view  in  this  passage  “  a  (direct)  prediction  of  the 
“  overthrow  both  of  the  Jewish  and  Samaritan  holy  places," 
with  Dr.  Bloomfield,  and  the  authors  to  whom  he  refers. 
Dr.  Burton  says,  in  his  note :  “  The  time  is  coming,  when 
“  there  will  be  no  particular  place  for  worshipping  God: 
“  or,  it  may  mean  literally ,  that  sacrifices  would  soon  cease 
“  to  be  offered  in  Judsea  or  Samaria.”  This  is  not  a  case 
in  which  second  thoughts  are  best ;  nor  does  it  appear,  that 
the  second  interpretation  is  more  literal  than  the  first,  as  our 
Lord  makes  110  mention  of  ‘  sacrifices .’  Or,  if  we  are  to 
understand  •z§c<r/.-jvrl<sert  in  the  sense  of  ‘  sacrifice  ’  in  v.  20,  we 
must  carry  on  that  sense  to  <zgo<J7.uvri<jo-joi,  in  v.  22;  or  else, 
impute  to  our  Lord  an  cm pii vocation  of  language.  The  first 
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interpretation  of  this  last  learned  annotator  is,  therefore,  that 
by  which  we  should  abide. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  2.  five  porches. ~\  erects :  which  our  version  renders 
1  porches t*  from  Wiclif’s  ‘  p orchis  The  word  properly  signi¬ 
fies,  ‘  porticos  or  verandas used  in  hot  countries  as  a  defence 
from  the  sun.  Such  was  Solomon’s  portico ,  in  which  our 
Lord  walked  in  winter  :  Pollux  (lib.  x.  §  57)  speaks  of  a 
Tsgixarog  ev  aroci  —  *  a  walk  in  a  portico .’  The  English  word 
porch ,  though  formed  from  1  portions ,’  is  now  limited  to 
express  a  roofed  entrance ;  but  it  appears  to  have  been  un¬ 
derstood  in  the  extended  sense  of  portico  or  arcade ,  at  the 
date  of  our  last  revision.  (See  Todd’s  Johns.  Diet.) 

Ver.  3,  4,  of  the  common  text.]  This  demonstrated  inter- 
%  polation  has  been  fully  exposed  in  the  Preface ,  p.  G3.  Its 
expulsion  is  of  the  greater  necessity,  as  it  fathers  on  the 
evangelist  the  popular  superstition  entertained  by  the  mar¬ 
ginal  glossist.  It  is  not  true,  as  Mattheei  affirms,  that  Ter- 
tullian  "  hunc  Joannis  versum  servet — retains  this  verse ” 
(tom.  i.  not.  p.  541.  ed.  2).  Tertullian  argues,  indeed  ( de 
Baptismo ,  c.  5),  under  an  impression  of  the  vulgar  supersti¬ 
tion  which  extensively  prevailed,  respecting  the  virtue  of  the 
water  of  Bethesda;  but  he  does  not  cite  St.  John,  nor  make 
the  slightest  allusion  to  the  Gospel  of  that  evangelist;  he 
appeals  only  to  common  fame,  “  observabant ,  qui  vhletudinem 
“  queer  ebantur”  (t.  iv.  p,  191,  ed.  Sender).  This  negligent 
indiscrimination  is  a  sample  of  Matthaei’s  criticism. 

Ver.  16.  and  now  I  work.]  6  Harqg  ftov  ecus  a.on  egyct^era/, 
y.ayui  t§yu2)o[j.ai.  In  these  words,  our  Lord  expresses  the  ex¬ 
perimental  difference  of  the  Two  Dispensations.  The  Greek 
might  be  rendered :  *  My  Father  worketh  until  now ;  and 
1  now ,  I  work:’  agn — * now ut'  agn — 1  henceforth,  from  this 
‘  time,*  are  virtually  implied  after  eus  apt — ‘  hitherto ,  until 
‘  this  time’  The  revelation  of  the  Son ,  to  whom  ‘  the  Father 
‘  hath  given  all  power,'  commenced  the  Xew  Dispensation , 
under  which  we  are  living:  “  from  that  time,  the  kingdom 
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“  of  heaven  was  proclaimed .”  To  that  great  epoch  the  Apostle 
to  the  Hebrews  adverts,  ch.  i.  6,  when  he  says,  orav  eitsay ayji 
rov  'TgoTorox.ou  eig  THN  OIKOTMENIIN — ‘  When  He  intro- 
‘  ducetli  tlie  First-begotten  to  the  inhabited  earth,y — ‘  in 
‘  orbem  terra,  or  terrarurn,'  as  the  Latin  Vulgate  and 
Erasmus  correctly  render :  not  ‘  into  the  world,'  as  Wiclif 
erroneously  rendered,  and  as  his  revisers  have  continued ; 
for,  1  he  was  in  the  world  ;  though  the  world  knew  him  not, 
‘  until  he  became  flesh,  and  dwelt  amongst  us,  and  we  beheld 
‘  his  glory,  as  the  glory  of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father.’ 
(John,  i.  10-14.)  From  that  time,  our  Lord  ‘  works '  in  His 
own  New  Dispensation ,  as  his  Almighty  Father  ‘  worked  ’ 
in  the  Old ;  and  will  so  continue  to  ‘  work '  until  the  great 
conclusion,  “  when  he  shall  deliver  up  the  kingdom  to  God, 
“  even  the  Father;  and  God  become  all  in  all.”  (Coinp. 
Ileb.  i.  6,  and  Philipp,  ii.  9-11.) 

Ver.  17.  called  God  his  Father,  making  himself  equal 
with  God .]  How  just  this  logical  inference  of  the  Jewish 
auditors  was,  though  they  admitted  it  not,  is  shewn  by  the 
sound  argument  of  Socrates  respecting  the  dcu/x <mg,  or  divini¬ 
ties  of  polytheism  :  “  if  (said  he)  they  are  the  children  of  the 
“  gods,  what  man  is  there  who  can  think  them  to  be  children 
“  of  the  gods,  and  not  gods  themselves?  —  u  d'a-j  oi  hai^ovtg 
“  rraibsg  tiffi  —  rig  av  avOgvrruv  Qtuv  fjbev  rraidag  7)yoiro  tivcu, 
“  6iovg  ds  fL7i (Plato,  Apol.  Socr .) 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  47.  He  who  believeth]  &  rrnfrevuiv  iyu :  —  the  junior 
MSS.  have  inserted  ag  e/xe  — 1  on  me;  which  words  are  not 
in  the  Vatican  or  L.  MSS. 

Ver.  50.  The  bread  that  I  will  give.]  Though  our  Lord 
had  miraculously  fed  a  multitude  of  several  thousand  persons 
with  a  few  common  loaves,  the  perverse  people  would  not 
recognise  the  divinity  of  his  power,  unless  he  would  also 
give  them  bread  directly  from  heaven ;  as  Moses  had  given 
their  forefathers  the  manna,  which  they  had  seen  come  down 
from  heaven.  Such  corrupt  obduracy  of  mind  and  heart  was 
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treated  by  our  Lord  with  that  return  which  his  wisdom,  as 
the  appointed  judge  for  his  heavenly  Father,  deemed  suitable 
to  the  occasion.  He  replied  parabolical ly,  or  figuratively,  to 
their  alleged  fact.  He  pointed  out  to  them,  that  the  heavenly 
bread  to  which  they  had  alluded,  did  not  preserve  their  fore¬ 
fathers  from  death  ;  but,  that  he  could  give  them  a  bread 
that  would  preserve  them  to  eternal  life.  Receiving  this 
statement  literally,  they  demanded  some  of  that  bread.  Our 
Lord,  continuing  his  parabolical  reply,  answered,  that  his 
flesh  was  that  bread ,  which  bread  he  would  give  for  the  life, 
or  sustentation  of  the  life,  of  the  whole  world.  The  gross 
apprehensions  of  the  auditors  still  receiving  his  words  in  a 
literal  sense,  they  exclaimed,  “  How'  can  he  give  us  his  flesh 
“  to  eat?”  Our  Lord,  who  knew  their  perversity,  pressed  on 
his  parable  still  more  strongly :  “  Unless  ye  eat  the  flesh  of 
“  the  Son  of  Man,  and  drink  his  blood,  ye  have  no  life  in 
“  you.”  Many  then  said,  “  This  is  a  hard  saying,  and  who 
“  can  bear  it?  and  from  that  time  they  walked  no  more  with 
“  him.”  Yet  he  gave  them  a  clue  for  the  apprehension  of 
his  meaning,  by  subjoining,  “  the  words  which  I  speak  to 
“you  are  spirit;  the  flesh  profiteth  nothing.”  But,  when 
our  Lord  said  that  he  would  give  them  “  a  bread,”  lie  was 
only  following  up  a  topic  which  the  Pharisees  themselves 
had  introduced;  not  introducing  a  subject  on  his  own  part. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  true  and  genuine  relation  between 
our  Lord’s  conversation  with  the  Pharisees  on  that  incidental 
occasion,  and  his  subsequent  institution  of  the  symbolical 
representation  of  his  last  Supper,  in  the  Holy  Communion; 
and  the  connexion  established  between  the  two,  in  the  darker 
ages,  is  a  work,  partly  of  unskilfulness,  and  partly  of 
artifice.  The  clause  r,»  tyu  8ueu  of  the  rec.  text,  is  unknown 
to  the  Vat.,  Ephr.,  and  Beza  MSS.  (the  Alex,  is  defective 

of  the  passage)  :  it  is  unknown,  also,  to  two  other  uncial 

MSS.,  and  other  ancient  authorities  :  those  authorities  read  : 
xcu  6  agro$  8e  &v  tyv  ocosc o,  i]  a /xov  effr/u,  Ocreg  ttj;  rov  xoff/U.ou 

1.  e.  t,  ht  <ra.o'£  /j,ov,  teziv  6  ugrog  bv  eyu  8mgu  v.  z.  <£.  r.  x.  : 

that  clause  is  therefore  an  Italic  insertion ,  supplied  with  a 
view  to  perspicuity. 

Ver.  66.  the  Holy  One  of  God.]  6  ayio;  r.  e. : — The  most 
ancient  MSS.  read  thus;  the  later  MSS.  have  substituted  for 
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dyiog,  the  words,  o  Xg«rro$  6  u/o ; ;  and  have  subjoined  too 
guvns,  to  0eoy.  Scholz  has  adopted  the  less  ancient  reading, 
which  is  also  that  of  our  English  version. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  1.  in  Judcca.]  Why  our  revisers  selected  the  word 
‘  Jewry y  in  this  solitary  instance,  to  express  Judeea,  which 
latter  name  they  properly  retain  in  ver.  3,  does  not  appear ; 
for  Wiclif  had  here  rendered,  1  Judee. ’  The  word  ‘  Jewry' 
occurs,  besides,  in  the  English  Bible,  only  in  Dan.  v.  13. 

Ver.  8.  to  this  feast.]  The  *  feast  or  festival  of  Taber - 
‘  nodes  ’  like  that  of  the  Passover,  occupied  eight  days,  the 
first  and  last  days  of  which  were  celebrated  with  peculiar 
solemnity.  (Lev.  xxiii.  34-36.)  Our  Lord  signified,  that  he 
should  not  go  up  to  “  this" — return,  that  is,  to  the  proximate 
o v  first  feast ;  but,  after  his  brethren  were  gone,  he  went  up 
“  about  the  middle  of  the  festivaly"  to  be  present  at  the  ‘  last 
1  great  day  of  the  feast.'  This  is  the  whole  of  the  mystery 
that  has  caused  so  much  doubt,  whether  we  are  here  to  read 
coy.  avaftaivw ;  or  oorroi  ava^aivUy  in  compliment  to  Porphyry’s 
impious  cavil,  who  dared  to  charge  our  Lord  with  falsehood, 
for  going  up  to  the  feast  after  his  reply  to  his  brethren. 
We,  thus,  plainly  perceive  Porphyry’s  ignorance;  and  no  less 
that  of  those  early  Greek  defenders,  who  thought  it  requisite 
to  screen  our  Lord,  by  changing  oox  to  ourru.  (Michael is’s 
Introd.  i.  318,  517.) 

Ver.  28.  Do  ye  both  know  me,  &c.  ?]  This  sentence  is 
interrogative,  not  affirmative,  and  emphatically  implies  their 
ignorance.  (See  Annot.  to  Luke,  xiii.  35,  6.) 

Ver.  35.  Greeks ]  All  the  Greek  MSS.  read,  — 

‘  Greeks'  The  Vulgate  has  interpreted  1  gentiumf  whence 
Wiclif’s  1  heathen  men;  and  1  Gentiles f  in  our  common 
version. 

Ver.  38.  “  as  the  Scripture  hath  said."~\  Our  Lord’s  re¬ 
ference  to  “  the  Scnpturey ”  in  this  place,  is  only  to  the  cor¬ 
responding  description,  in  Isaiah,  lv  iii.  11,  “  a  spring  of  water, 
“  whose  waters  fail  not:"  which  (he  Sept,  render — rvyr),  rh 
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ft?)  sgeX/Tev  iidug ;  and  not  to  the  whole  clause,  as  has  been 
erroneously  assumed. 

Ver.  39.  was  not  yet  given .]  ovsrw  yag  tj v  nveu/i, a  uyiov 
diboptvov: — this  is  the  reading  of  the  most  ancient  MS.,  the 
Vatican.  The  received  reading  omits  beboptvov,  on  which 
Michaelis  remarks:  “The  reading  is  somewhat  harsh;  in 
“  the  Cod.  Vat.,  therefore,  we  find  biboptvov  added  ” — (Vol.  i. 
p.  313.)  But,  the  learned  expositor  would  have  displayed 
sounder  and  more  consistent  criticism,  if  he  had  inferred, 
from  the  very  harshness  of  which  he  was  sensible  in  the 
common  reading,  that  the  word  bebo/Levov  of  the  oldest  MS. 
had  lapsed  from  the  texts  of  the  later  MSS.  through  inad¬ 
vertency  in  transcription :  bebo/tmv,  therefore,  has  not  been 
‘  added’  in  the  Vat.  MS.,  but  has  been  omitted  in  the  later 
MSS. ;  which  would  probably  not  have  been  the  case,  if  the 
order  of  the  words  had  not  separated  r,v  from  bebo/itvov.  This 
last  word  is  correlative  to  Xa^avuv  which  precedes, 

and  therefore  proves  its  genuineness. 

Ver.  49.  who  at  first  came  to  him.]  6  tXduv  ergog  aurov 
egoregov: — So  read  the  Vat.  MS.,  the  Jer. -Syriac,  and  other 
MSS.  and  versions.  The  Const,  texts,  and  the  Lat.  Vulgate , 
have  substituted  vuxros,  ‘  by  night,’  for  trgoregov,  ‘  at  first,* 
apparently  with  a  view  to  greater  perspicuity. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Verses  1-11  of  this  chapter,  and  53  of  the  last,  in  the 
received  or  common  text,  contain  one  of  the  largest  of  the 
interpolations  that  adulterate  the  integrity  of  the  Gospel 
histories.  In  one  MS.  this  tale  is  placed  in  the  Gospel  of 
St.  Luke,  at  the  end  of  ch.  21 ;  in  others,  it  stands  in  this 
same  chapter  of  St.  John,  but  immediately  following  ver.  36 ; 
in  others,  it  is  placed  at  the  end  of  this  Gospel.  It  exists  not 
in  the  Vat.,  and  did  not  exist  in  the  Ephrem  or  Alex.1  MSS. 


1  The  leaves  both  of  the  Codd.  Ephrem  and  Alex.,  which  comprised  this 
chapter,  are  lost ;  but,  by  computing  the  namber  of  lines  which  those  leaves 
would  have  contained,  it  is  evident  that  they  did  not  embrace  this  passage. 
“  A.  ut  ex.  numero  *»v,  qui  conti  nebanUir  in  duobus  foliis  deperditis,  iusti- 


Cuap.  VIII. 


JOHN. 


2G7 


In  many  of  the  MS.  copies  in  which  it  is  found,  it  is  marked 
with  the  usual  notations  of  suspicion  or  condemnation  ;  which 
demonstrate,  that  it  is  wholly  unqualified  to  hold  a  place  in 
the  pure  and  indisputable  Gospels.  Dr.  Bloomfield,  who 
professes  that  he  “coincides,  in  most  respects,  with  the  views 
“  of  Matthau,  and  in  a  great  measure  with  those  of  the 
“  learned  and  indefatigable  Scholz”  (Pref.  to  N.T.),  states, 
in  his  note  on  this  passage,  that  “  having  summed  up  the 
“  whole  of  the  arguments,  for  and  against  it,  he  has  decided 
“  in  favour  of  its  authenticity but,  he  does  not  detail  the 
process  by  which  he  has  been  brought  to  that  conclusion. 
As  it  is  by  a  similar  process,  of  comparing  evidence,  that  I 
have  been  compelled  to  arrive  at  a  conclusion  diametrically 
contrary  to  that  of  the  learned  annotator,  it  i9  incumbent 
on  me  to  bring  that  evidence  before  the  reader.  That  the 
passage  was  wholly  unknown  to  Tertullian,  at  the  end  of 
the  second  century,  is  manifest  in  his  book  ‘  de  Pudicitia  ' 
The  Bishop  of  Rome  had  issued  an  edict,  granting  pardon  to 
the  crime  of  adultery ,  on  repentance.  This  new  assumption 
of  power  fired  the  indignation  of  Tertullian,  who  thus  apo¬ 
strophised  him  :  “  Audio  edictum  esse  propositum,  et  quidem 
“  peremptorium,  ‘  Pontifex  scilicet  Maximus ,  episcopus  epis- 
‘  coporum  elicit :  Ego  et  mcEchice  etfornicationis  delicta ,  pceni- 
‘  tentia  functis ,  dimitto'  (c.  1).  He  then  breaks  out  in  terms 
of  the  highest  reprobation  against  that  invasion  of  the  divine 
prerogative;  and  (in  c.  6)  thus  challenges:  “  Si  ostendas  de 
“  quibus  patrociniis  exemplorum  prasceptorumque  cadestium , 
“  soli  machie ,  etin  ea  fornicationi  quoque,  januam  pcenitentiee 
“  expandas,  ad  hanc  jam  lineam  dimicabit  nostra  congressio 
“  — If  thou  canst  shew  me  by  what  authority  of  heavenly 
“  examples  or  precepts  thou  openest  a  door  for  penitence  to 
“  adultery  alone ,  and  therein  to  fornication,  our  controversy 
“  shall  be  disputed  on  that  ground .”  And  he  concludes  with 
asserting,  “  Queecunque  auctoritas,  queecunque  ratio  macho 
“  et  fornicalori  pacem  ecclesiasticam  reddit,  eadem  debebit 
“  et  homicid®  et  idolatri®  poenitentibus  subvenire — What- 
“  ever  authority,  whatever  consideration  restores  the  peace  of 
“  the  church  to  the  adulterer  and  fornicator ,  ought  to  come 

“  tuta  cum  ceteris  fuliia  collatione  aperte  colligitur. — C.  duo  enim  folia  de- 
“  perdita  lianc  perieopara  non  exhibit  Use,  ex  collatione  similiter  constat.” — 
Xof.  Will  S1L l.N. 
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“  to  the  relief  of  those  who  repent  of  murder ,  or  idolatry.” 
It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  the  copies  of  St.  John  with 
which  Tertullian  was  acquainted,  did  not  contain  the  44  ex- 
“  emplutn  c&leste- — the  divine  example  ”  devised  in  the  story 
of  the  4  woman  taken  in  adultery  .*  Eusebius  supplies  us  with 
ample  light  for  tracing  this  narrative  to  its  true  source,  when 
he  relates,  44  That  Papias  put  forth  a  story,  which  is  con- 
“  tained  in  the  4  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews of  a  woman 
<k  who  was  accused  to  our  Lord  of  many  sins  —  exrefcirai  h 
u  (Tlamag)  xat  <xXXtjv  iaropav  trey  yvvmxog  ecn  croXXa/;  a/nagricug 
“  6iafi\7)dei<f7}s  im  rov  Kuwou,  yv  to  y.ct(f  Efigcttovg  suuyyeXiov  mpt-yii?' 
It  is  evident,  either  that  Eusebius  wrote  laxly  when  he  wrote 
to XXa/s — 4  many /  or  that  the  interpolater  selected  the  parti¬ 
cular  sin  of  adultery.  This  is  one  of  those  stories  of  which 
Eusebius  says  (lib.  iii.  c.  39),  that  44  Papias,  a  man  of  a  very 
“  little  mind — <r/i./x£o s  m  rov  vow ,  wrote  some  strange 
44  parables  and  discourses  of  our  Saviour,  which,  he  said,  he 
“  had  received  by  oral  tradition,  xa /  nva  aXXa  ^vCixuitspu — 
‘  and  some  other  things  hearing  very  much  the  character  of 
4  fables .'  ”  But,  that  story  is  self-condemned,  by  its  own 
internal  evidence.  It  says,  44  Moses,  in  the  Law,  commanded 
u  that  such  should  be  stoned.”  Now,  there  is  not  a  word  in 
the  Law  commanding  the  4  stoning '  of  adulterers  and  adul¬ 
teresses  :  it  enjoins,  indeed,  that  they  should  be  4  put  to 
4  death;  hut,  it  does  not  specify  the  mode  of  that  death. 
The  same  clumsiness  of  invention  betrays  itself  again.  The 
Law  commanded,  that  both  44  the  adulterer  and  adulteress 
44  shall  surely  be  put  to  death”  (Lev.  xx.  10);  yet  here,  the 
woman  only  is  accused.  And  it  cannot  be  alleged  that  the 
man  was  unknown,  or  had  eluded  justice,  for  it  is  pointedly 
stated,  that  they  4  were  taken  in  the  very  act;  as  in  Num. 
xxv.  8.  If,  then,  the  case  had  been  real,  both  parties  would 
have  been  brought  for  the  judgment  of  our  Lord.  The 
fiction  was  therefore  introduced  subsequently  to  the  argument 
of  Tertullian,  and  as  a  provision  devised  against  a  renewal  of 
the  same  argument,  but  confining  it  wholly  to  the  female. 
The  interpolation,  however,  has  become  at  length  identified 
with  the  Constant,  texts,  and  is,  therefore,  firmly  protected 
and  maintained  by  Matthaei  and  Scholz.  The  earliest  MS. 
in  which  it  is  found,  is  the  Cod.  D  or  hezce ;  a  MS.  notorious 
for  its  frequent  alteration  and  interpolation  of  the  text.  To 
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this  ISIS.  Dr.  Kipling  assigned  the  date  of  the  end  of  the 
sixth  century,  solely  on  the  ground  of  Montfau^on’s  canon, 
“  that  the  use  of  accents  and  breathings  seem  to  be  assign- 
“  able  to  the  seventh  century and  the  Beza  MS.  is  without 
those  notations. —  ( Prcef .  ad  Cod.  Bezce,  p.  1.)  But,  we  have 
seen  above,  p.  67,  8,  that  the  presence,  or  absence,  of  accents, 
does  not  testify  the  age  of  a  MS.  That  which  bears  more 
direct  testimony  to  the  age  of  this  MS.,  among  the  uncial 
MSS.,  is  the  extraordinary  vitiation  of  its  text  by  alteration 
and  interpolation  ;  which  stamps  on  it  the  impression  of  a 
later  age  than  of  those  in  which  those  defects  are  not  found. 
Kipling  is  constrained  to  acknowledge,  in  his  Preface,  p.  iii., 
“  Notissimum  est  Bezce  Codicis  textum  non  modo  scholiis 
“  hie  illic  feedari ,  verum  etiam  spuriis  quibusdam  amplificari 
u  pericopis .”  In  the  Vat.  MS.,  as  has  been  said,  the  whole 
story  of  the  adulteress  is  absent ;  so  also,  in  the  Ephrem  and 
A  lex.  After  the  age  of  the  Cod.  Bezce ,  it  is  found  shifting 
its  place,  and  increasing  in  fiction.  Schulz  placed  the  read¬ 
ings  of  the  Beza  MS.  and  of  the  later  copies  in  apposition, 
in  his  inferior  margin ;  and  they  are  so  reprinted,  from  his 
edition,  by  Scholz.  The  following  are  versions  of  both : 


Text  of  Cod.  D.  {Beza  or  Cantabr.) 

And  they  all  went,  each  to  his  own 
house  ;  and  Jesus  went  to  the  Mount 
of  Olives.  And,  early  in  the  morning, 
he  went  again  to  the  Temple,  and  all 
the  people  came  to  him. 

And  the  Scribes  and  the  Pharisees 
bring  to  him  a  woman  taken  in  sin, 
and  having  placed  her  in  the  middle, 
the  priests  (tempting  him,  that  they 
might  have  accusation  against  him) 
say  to  him,  This  woman  was  taken  in 
adultery,  in  the  very  act ;  and  Moses, 
in  the  Law,  commanded  us  to  stone 
all  such ;  hut  what  dost  thou  now 
say?  But  Jesus,  stooping  down, 
wrote  on  the  ground.  And  as  they 
continued  asking,  he  raised  himself 
up,  and  said  to  them,  Let  him  among 
you  who  is  sinless  first  throw  a  stone 
at  her;  and  again  stooping  down,  he 
wrote  with  his  finger  on  the  ground. 
But  each  of  the  Jews  went  away, 


Text  of  most  KISS. 


And  each  went  away  to  his  own 
home.  And  Jesus  went  to  the  Mount 
of  Olives.  And,  very  early  in  the 
morning,  Jesus  went  to  the  Temple, 
and  all  the  multitude  came,  and  he 
sat  down  and  taught  them.  And  the 
chief  priests  and  the  Pharisees  bring 
to  him  a  woman  taken  in  adultery; 
and  placing  her  in  the  middle,  they 
say,  tempting  him ,  Master,  we  found 
this  woman  committing  adultery,  in 
the  very  act ;  and  Moses,  in  the  Law, 
commanded  that  such  should  he  stoned  .- 
what  sayest  thou  of  her  ?  But  they 
said  this  tempting  him,  that  they 
might  find  an  accusation  against  him. 
And  he,  knowing  i/,  stooping  down, 
wrote  with  his  finger  on  the  ground, 
pretending  not  to  hear.  And,  as  they 
continued  asking,  he  raised  himself, 
and  looking  up  said:  Iit*t  him  among 
you  who  is  sinless,  throw  the  first 
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Text  of  Cod.  D.  Text  of  most  MSS. 

stone  at  her;  and  again  stooping  down, 
he  wrote  with  his  finger,  on  the  ground, 
the  sins  of  every  one  of  them.  And 
each  of  them  went  away  (or.  And 
when  they  heard  these  things,  they 
departed),  beginning  from  the  elders, 
and  Jesus  was  left,  and  the  woman 
who  had  been  in  the  midst  of  them. 
Jesus,  therefore,  looking  up,  saw  her, 
and  said.  Woman,  where  are  thine 
accusers  ?  hath  no  one  condemned 
thee  ?  And  she  said  ;  No  one.  Lord. 
And  Jesus  said,  Neither  do  I  condemn 
thee  :  go,  6in  no  more  hereafter. 

“  Pericope  de  Muliera  Adultera ,”  say9  Birch,  “  a  cap. 
‘  vii1?1  53;  viiiv.i  1-11,  abest  a  Codd.  Vatt.  351.  360.  364. 
‘  758.  1209.  1229;  Pal  171.  220;  Urb.  2;  Barbb.  211. 
‘225;  Vail  B.  133;  Angel.  2.  in  quo  tamen  adscribitur 
1  alia  manu:  Borg.  1.;  Cod.  Zelada.  Laur.  vi.  18.  33.  34; 
‘  Lect.  Florent.  1.2;  Ven.  27.  539.  542;  Vind.  Lamb.  30; 
‘  Kol  4.  cum  adnotatione  in  margine:  ‘  Hie  deficit  princi- 
pium  octavi — de  muliere  deprehensa  in  adulterio ;  quod  in 
multis  libris  non  invenitur  in  Gnzco.' 

“  Historia,  ad  ealeem  evangelii  rejecta  est  in  Vat.  358. 
1  ubi  verss.  3-11,  cap.  viii.  ponuntur  cum  Scholio :  to  rrtp  T7\g 
‘  (ioiygxXibog  xfpaXa/oi',  tv  <r oXXo/j  avriy%a<poig  xti/uew,  ytyi>a<pafj.tv. 

‘  Eodem  loco  reperitur  in  Vat.  365,  cum  bac  adnotatione : 

‘  ev^rai  xai  ertga  tv  analog  avriygatpoig,  a:TEg  dvvtibojMtv  yga^J/a/ 
‘  ‘rgog  ru  rt\ti  rov  a vtou  tvayytXidrov,  a  tdri  rubt'  xai  aTTjXfoi/, 
‘  x.  r.  X.  Sic  etiam  Ven.  8.  et  Ven.  544.  quorum  posterior 
‘  singulos  versus  asterisco  notat,  et  in  margine  habet  Scho- 
‘  lion :  ra  ai[3t\idfieva  tv  rtoiv  avriygapoig  ou  xtivrai,  ovbt  a ■roX- 
‘  Xivagiov'  tv  be  roig  a^yaiog  oXa  xtivrai'  /j,V7)/iovtuovdi  ryg  -regixoTTjg 
1  raoTr}g  xai  ot  wrocfroXoi  travreg,  tv  aig  t^t&tvro  b/ara^ediv  tig  oixobofiriv 
1  rrtg  txx’kriatag.  In  Cod.  Vind.  Lamb.  31,  adnexa  est  ad 
‘  ealeem  cap.  xxi.  Lucae,  ut  suo  loco  jam  adnotavimus. 
‘  Codex  Vind.  Kol.  9,  pericopen  ponit  post  comma  36,  cap. 
‘  vii™1  Codd.  Vatt.  354.  356.  1160.  in  margine  linearum 
‘  obelis  notant.  In  Cod.  Vat.  756.  verss.  3-11,  cap.  viii. 
‘  asteriscis  notantur,  cum  Scholio :  rouro  tv  n<u  ruv  avny^a^m 
*  oux  tvgidxero,  bio  cube  ffy^oXia  tbt^aro.  In  Vat.  1548  ad  vers.  3, 
“  cap.  viiiv  adnotatur :  rouro  ro  xetpaKaiov  tv  sroXXows  avny^a^otg 


!»eginning  from  the  elders;  so  that 
they  all  went  away,  and  he  was  left 
alone,  and  the  woman  who  was  before 
him.  And  Jesus,  raising  himself  up, 
6aid  to  the  woman.  Where  are  they  ? 
hath  no  one  condemned  thee  ?  And 
she  said  to  him,  No  one,  Lord.  And 
be  said.  Neither  do  I  condemn  thee  : 
go  away  ;  from  this  time  sin  no  more. 
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it  our.  tan,  arro  ro.  (  A yovsi  5s  01  ygappciTug,*  t^XV  T0’  *  ouxen 

‘  apagravs In  Pal.  89,  verss.  3-11,  obeli  preefiguntur.  In 
“  Pal.  136,  ad.  vers.  53,  cap.  vii*?1,  ut  et  ad  vers.  11,  cap. 
“  viii!1,  obelus  adpingitur,  alia  recenti  manu.  Barbb .  10  et 
“  115  asteriscis,  Barbb .  13  et  208  obelis ,  narrationem  dubiam 
“  esse  declarunt:  idem  quoque  observatur  in  Angel.  1.  Laur. 
u  vi.  27,  obelos  in  margine  vcrsuum  ponit ;  sic  et  Laur.  viii. 
“  12,  ubi  etiam  additur  notula,  rrgo^r,x?}.  Laur.  256.  asteriscos 
“  ubique  adponit.  In  Codd.  S.  Marci  Flor.  701.  705.  historia 
u  obelis  notatur.  Codd.  Yen.  S.  Marci  540.  541.  alter  cum 
“  asteriscis  y  alter  cum  obelis .  His  addendus  Cod.  Vind. 
u  Kol.  6.  in  quo  verss.  3-11,  cap.  viii.  obelis  damnantur.”— 
( Quat .  Evang.  p.  584  :  see  also,  Wetslein’s  note.) 

To  establish  Papias’s  taZe,  as  a  component  portion  of 
St.  John’s  history ,  in  opposition  to  the  powerful  testimonies 
which  are  here  assembled,  would  not  be  to  raise  the  tale  to 
the  level  of  the  history,  but,  to  lower  the  history  to  the  level 
of  the  tale. 

Ver.  5.  I  judge  not  alone.]  povo z  ow  eipi  (sub.  6  xgmuv),  as 
in  ver.  18,  tpi  upi  6  pagrvguv. 

Ver.  34.  receive  my  Word.]  axous/v,  *  hear,*  in  this  place, 
means  ‘  to  receive  into  the  ear,  with  attention  of  the  mind.’ 
Compare  Luke,  ix.  44. 

Ver.  38.  which  of  you  convicteth  me  of  error?]  “  apagna 
if  is  here  equivalent  to  —  ‘  falsehood,1  and  cannot  denote 

“  ‘  sin  *  in  general,  as  is  evident  from  the  context :  this  word 
“  was  used  by  St.  John,  to  avoid  the  repetition  of 
“  which  occurs  in  the  44th  (36tli)  verse.” — (Miciiaelis, 
Introd .  vol.  iii.  p.  316.)  a pagria,  signifies,  ‘  failure  in  aim - 
‘  ing  at  a  mark*  thence  *  error  j  and  from  thence,  i  sin* 


CHAPTER  IX. 

Ver.  8.  He  went  away ,  seeing. ]  a^A^v1  /SAe-twv: — This  is 
the  reading  of  the  Vatican  MS. ;  and  the  interpretation  of 
the  history  of  this  miracle,  hinges  on  the  true  import  of  this 

1  For  the  v  before  a  consonant,  see  note  to  p.  107 :  also  Ilug,  supr. 

p.  102. 
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verse.  In  the  case  of  the  lepers  (Luke,  xvii.  14),  we  are 
told,  tyevsro  ev  rv  'j-rctyeiv  anrovg,  ex.adci(>iff67i<!ctv  —  “  and  it  Came 
“  to  pass,  that,  as  they  went ,  they  were  cleansed .”  As  a 
parallel  case,  we  read  in  the  most  ancient  MS.,  of  the  man 
born  blind,  a^Xde  fiXevcuv —  *  he  loent  awayt  seeing  !  Our 
Lord  had  previously  and  expressly  told  his  disciples,  that  the 
present  case  had  occurred,  “  that  the  works  of  God  might  he 
li  manifested  in  him!'  Those  words  appear  to  have  been 
preparatory  to  a  display  of  power  distinct  iu  character  from 
that  exercised  in  our  Lord’s  former  miracles  :  those  consisted, 
in  restoring  faculties  which  had  failed  ;  this  was  to  consist, 
in  imparting  a  faculty  which  had  never  been  possessed. 
Though  this  reading  exists  only  in  the  Vatican  MS.,  it  has 
ample  support  from  internal  evidence ;  which  shews  it  to  be 
far  more  probable  that  the  words,  ouv,  xai  gw^aro,  xa /  v)X6e — 
‘  therefore ,  and  washed ,  and  came,  have  been  supplied  in  the 
junior  copies,  than  that  they  were  omitted  by  the  writer  of 
the  Vatican  MS. ;  for,  it  appears  from  ver.  35-38,  that  our 
Lord’s  first  interview  with  the  man,  after  he  had  1  departed 
*  seeing ,’  was  after  his  expulsion  from  the  synagogues.  But 
the  philoponists,  not  carrying  their  attention  and  criticism  so 
far,  and  not  being  apprehensive  of  the  real  fact  of  the  miracle, 
deemed  it  necessary  to  introduce  the  restored  man’s  1  return 
1  to  Jesus!  after  bathing  at  Siloam ;  without  support  from 
any  circumstance  in  the  evangelist’s  narration,  which  only 
proceeds  to  relate  the  immediate  effect  produced  by  the 
miracle  on  the  minds  of  “  the  neighbours  ”  of  the  man,  when 
he  returned  to  them  from  the  presence  of  Jesus.  (Annot.  to 
Luke,  xviii.  42.) 

Ib.  a  beggar]  xgoaa.irris :  —  So  read  the  Vat.,  Ephr.,  and 
all  that  is  of  most  authority  of  MSS.  and  versions :  the  junior 
copies  have  substituted  ru<pXo$. 

Ver.  11.  as  I  went  to  wash,  I  saw.]  The  received  Greek 
text  reads,  arreXOwv  be,  xa/  vi^afLevog,  avsfiXe^a  ;  in  our  version, 

£  and  I  went ,  and  washed ,  and  1  received  sight!  The  Vat.  MS. 
reads,  amXdm  ouk  vi-^»x/j,evo$,  avifiXe^a,  which,  literally  rendered, 
would  import,  ‘  and  as  I  went  away,  having  washed ,  I  saw;’ 
but  ver.  8  directs  us  to  perceive,  that  v/^a/xg vog,  is  a  spkalma 
for  17‘4’0/Mil 'os,  by  the  writing  an  a  for  an  o  (p.  54)  —  which 
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latter  tense  gives  the  sense,  artXOuv  vi^optv 05,  1  as  I  went  to 
i  wash'  Had  lie  washed  before  he  saw ,  the  Pharisees  would 
probably  have  taken  ground  to  ascribe  the  miracle  to  some 
virtue  in  the  water  of  Siloam ;  which  they  did  not  attempt 
to  do. 


CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  4.  all  his  own]  ra  <5/a  camt :  —  So  the  Vatican  MS. 
and  others  of  authority  :  an  abbreviation  of  nravra  ( fors .  ora) 
has,  not  unreasonably,  suggested  the  rr^o(3ara  of  the  rec.  text. 
(See  Pref.  p.  74.) 

Ib.  know  his  voice .]  I  cannot  better  illustrate  this  sen¬ 
tence,  and  that  in  the  next  verse,  “  they  know  not  the  voice 
lt  of  strangers  f  than  by  the  following  fact.  Having  observed 
in  the  year  1819,  in  a  journey  to  the  Rhine,  that  the  flocks 
quietly  followed  their  shepherd,  in  all  the  tract  of  country 
which  I  traversed,  instead  of  being  driven  before  him,  as 
with  us ;  I  had  some  conversation  on  the  subject  with  the 
master  of  the  inn,  in  the  little  town  of  Bergheim.  I  asked, 
how  the  shepherd  contrived  that  the  sheep  should  follow 
him  :  his  answer  was  very  striking — “  They  know  his  voice” 
I  inquired,  if  they  would  follow  any  other  person  :  his  answer 
was  equally  striking — “  No,  for  they  would  not  know  his 
“  voice."  This  parable,  therefore,  which  would  need  no 
explanation  in  some  countries,  requires  one  for  us,  because 
our  practice,  in  this  respect,  ditfers  so  widely  from  that 
alluded  to  in  our  Lord’s  allegory. 

Ver.  8.  All  who  come  before  J\Ie.~\  cravreg  ocro/  ?jX0ov  -rgo 
tfLou: — So  read  the  Vat.  and  all  the  most  ancient  MSS. 
This  passage  presents  a  signal  example  of  traditional  inertia , 
in  the  article  of  interpretation.  “  These  words,”  observes 
truly  Dr.  Bloomfield,  “  have  perplexed  the  interpreters  of 
u  every  age.”  To  extricate  themselves  from  that  perplexity, 
many  of  them  resorted  to  the  summary  process  of  expunging 
the  words  c^o  tpou  from  the  text ;  but,  in  so  doing,  they  left 
the  clause  without  sense.  Dr.  Bloomfield  has  critically  de¬ 
fended  the  genuineness  of  these  two  words  ;  which  is  the  more 
remarkable,  as  he  has  not  been  successful  in  their  explication. 

T 
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44  The  words  ego  £/xoy — 4  before  die ,’  (says  Michael  is,)  are 
44  rejected  in  many  MSS.,  because  the  Manicheans  quoted 
44  that  text  to  prove,  that  Christ  had  declared  Moses  and  the 
44  prophets  to  have  been  impostors.” — ( Introd .  vol.  i.  p.  327.) 
The  cause  of  the  perplexity  of  the  interpreters,  is  most 
curious ;  it  has  consisted,  in  their  interpreting  literally ,  with 
relation  to  time,  a  single  sentence  in  the  middle  of  a 
figurative  discourse,  in  which  it  relates  wholly  to  place.  Yet, 
our  Lord  expressed  himself  in  a  manner  which  seems  to  have 
been  designed  to  prevent  all  perplexity  :  44  I  am  the  door  of 
“  the  sheep  :  all  who  come  before  Me  ( the  door),  are  thieves 
44  and  robbers :  I  am  the  door."  Here,  4  before  me * — ergo  e/iou, 
plainly  relates  to  place,  and  not  to  time ,  and  is  a  part  of  the 
allegory.  Now,  ergo  r? j;  fogag — 4  before  the  door  *  is  synony¬ 
mous,  in  the  evangelists,  with  e£w  r^g  0ugct5' — 4  outside  the 
4  door;  and  eXfcj*  ergo  <rrtg  dugug  — 4  to  come  before  the  door,' 
is  equivalent  to  /x*j  ueikdttv  diu  i rtg  Ovgag  — 4  not  to  enter 
4  through  the  door.’  In  Acts,  v.  24,  -we  read  in  the  common 
text,  eged  earurctg  ergo  rav  dygwv — 44  standing  without,  before  the 
44  doors;”  this  is  the  reading  also  of  the  Vat.  MS.,  shewing, 
that  ergo  t.  6. — 4  before  the  door,’  implies  egw,  or  4  outside  the 
‘door:’  on  accouut  of  which  necessary  implication,  many 
MSS.  have  excluded  e%u,  in  the  passage  of  Acts,  as  deeming 
it  pleonastic,  if  not  tautologous.  The  word  n\6ov,  is  not  to 
be  interpreted  here  as  a  definite  past  tense  — 4  all  who 
4  have  come,*  but  in  its  aoristic  or  undefined  sense  — 4  all 
4  who  come  *  44  Aoristurn  utrumque,  aut  preesentis  ssepe  sig- 

44  nificationem  habet,  aut  per  verbuin  soleo  reddi  debet,  tarn 
44  apud  Oratores,  quam  apud  Poetas.” — (Viger.  Idiom,  c.  5, 
s.  3,  11,  p.  212.)  Now  Moses,  the  prophets,  and  all  the 
faithful  under  the  covenant  of  circumcision,  from  Abraham 
to  the  Gospel  dispensation,  are  accounted,  in  our  Lord’9 
parable,  to  have  entered,  by  faith,  through  that  figurative 
door  which  represents  Himself A  single  passage  in  Bishop 
Heber’s  4  Journey  through  India  ’  (vol.  i.  p.  609),  will  dispel 
the  perplexity  of  eighteen  centuries.  44  As  we  wound  round 
44  the  rampart  (of  Wuerh)  to  reach  the  camp,  we  passed  a 
44  number  of  huts  occupied  by  Hindoos  of  low  caste,  who  follow 
44  professions  regarded  as  unclean  by  the  majority  of  their 
44  countrymen ;  and  who  are,  therefore,  not  admitted  into 
44  any  of  their  towns.  Leprous  persons  lie  under  the  same 
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“  exclusion  ;  and  many  gipsies  are  usually  found  among  this 
“  mingled  and  refuse  population,  which  is  generally  as  im- 
“  moral  as  it  is  degraded  and  unfortunate.  The  suburbs  of 
4<  the  ancient  cities  of  the  Jews,  seem  to  have  been  almost 
“  similarly  inhabited;  and  I  was  forcibly  struck  to-day  (as 
44  I  rode  through  the  huts  of  which  I  have  spoken,  and  saw 
44  the  filthy  swine,  the  dogs  gnawing  the  carcasses  of  different 
44  animals,  and  the  flaunting  and  unequivocal  air  of  the 
“  miserable,  ragged,  and  dirty  females),  with  that  passage 
44  in  the  Revelations  (ch.  xxi.  28,  and  xxii.  10),  which, 
44  though  figuratively  applied  to  the  pure  discipline  of  the 
44  Christian  church  in  its  state  of  glory,  is  obviously  taken 
44  from  the  police  of  a  well-regulated  earthly  city,  in  that  age 
44  and  couutry.  4  There  shall  not  enter  into  it — ou  /x?j 
*  — any  thing  that  defileth  :  for,  without  —  (i.  e.  irgo  ri\ g 

4  Ovoag)  —  are  dogs,  and  sorcerers,  and  whoremongers,  and 
4  murderers,  and  idolaters,  and  whosoever  loveth  and  maketh 
4  a  lie ;  *  ”  or,  in  the  words  of  our  Lord  in  this  place,  xXecrra/ 
E/07  xat  \7)<STcti — 4  thieves  and  robbers .’ 

Ver.  14.  and  my  own  know  me ]  ytmaxovat  /xs  ra  ifiu,  is  the 
reading  of  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions. 

Ver.  15.  one  flock.']  tqimv  pta  — 4  one  flock,  *  not  1  fold 
see  Pref.  p.  9. 

Ver.  21.  Solomon’s  porch.]  See  Annot.  to  ch.  v.  2. 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  39.  for  this  is  the  fourth  day.]  Tsraoraiog  yao  ton: 
literally, 4  he  is  four  days  (dead).’ — By  this  phrase  of  Martha, 
we  are  instructed,  that  corruption  was  considered  to  have 
taken  place  only  on  the  fourth  day ;  and  we  therefore  per¬ 
ceive  the  intimate  correspondence  of  the  two  predictions, 
that  our  Lord’s  flesh  “  should  not  see  corruption ,”  and,  that 
he  should  rise  from  the  dead  *  on  the  third  day'  that  is, 
4  before  corruption 

Ver.  50.  Do  ye  not  know,  nor  consider ?]  Thi9  passage 
has  been  disturbed,  in  the  progress  of  transcribing :  it  is 
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evident,  that  ovdev  oufo  has  resulted  from  a  transcriptural  re¬ 
petition  of  ovdt,  and  that  the  true  reading  is  interrogative, 
ovk  odure,  ovde  Xoyi^mh  ;  the  5/a,  added  in  the  junior  MSS. 
(5/aXoy :)  to  Xoy/^ecrtJe  of  the  most  ancient  texts,  has  also  re¬ 
sulted  from  the  contact  of  the  preceding  5e  of  oi»5e  in  the 
undivided  characters.  We  find,  ‘  know  and  consider ,’  fre¬ 
quently  thus  combined,  as  in  Deut.  iv.  39;  1  Sam.  xxv.  17 ; 
Is.  i.  3.  yvutfi)  xa /  ET/tfrgapjjffj?  ttj  diaveuef.  —  yvuQi  xai  /5e —  out.  tym 
T.a.1  oi/  duvrjxev :  also,  Isaiah,  xli.  20;  xliii.  18;  Jer.  ii.  10. 

Ver.  52.  for  Jesus]  or/;  not 1  that,'  but,  *  for  or  because.1 


CHAPTER  XII. 

Ver.  1.  six  days  before  the  Passover]  i.  e.  on  the  sixth 
day  before  the  Passover;  both  inclusive,  according  to  the 
computation  of  the  sacred  writers.  As,  therefore,  the  Pass- 
over  took  place  on  Thursday,  Burton  duly  observes,  “  St. 
“  John  meant  the  preceding  Saturday." 

Ver.  5.  three  hundred  pence.]  dqvagiuv — denariis.  Mr. 
Charles  Hatchett,  in  his  very  interesting  treatise  i  On  the 
‘  Nardus  Indica,  or  Spikenard  of  the  Ancients ’ 1  (with  a 
separate  copy  of  which  he  has  kindly  favoured  me  while  this 
sheet  is  in  the  press),  after  shewing  that  that  ointment  is 
still  prepared  in  India  from  the  essential  oil  of  a  species  of 
grass  of  the  highest  fragrancy,  “  of  those  grasses  called  by 
“  Linnaeus  Andropogon,  but  different  from  any  other  of  that 
“  genus  hitherto  described  in  botanical  systems,  and  different 
“  from  any  plant  usually  imported  under  the  name  of  Nardus," 
observes:  “  In  the  time  of  Christ,  the  denarius  may  be 
“  estimated  at  not  less  than  l%d.  of  our  money  ;  a  pound, 
“  therefore,  of  the  oil  of  spikenard ,  being  valued  at  300 
“  denarii,  would  be  worth  9/.  13s.  9 d. ;  a  large  sum  in  a 
“  cheap  country  like  Palestine,  where  Mr.  Tillemont  and 
u  other  writers  assert,  that  a  person  in  those  times  might 
“  live  luxuriously  on  one  denarius  per  day ;  and  it  therefore 
a  follows,  that  the  two  denarii  stated  in  the  parable  to  have 


1  Philosoph.  Trans.  1790,  p.  292. 
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“  been  given  by  the  good  Samaritan,  being  equal  to  15 \d. 
“  of  our  money,  were  fully  adequate  to  supply  the  wounded 
“  man  with  all  requisite  nourishment  and  comfort  for  more 
“  than  two  days.”  The  word  j penny ,  was  therefore  a  very 
inadequate  rendering  of  denarius.  We  thus  learn  also,  that 
the  denarius  stated  as  the  price  of  ‘  day-labour /  in  the  parable 
of  the  Labourers  in  the  Vineyard  (Matt.  xix.  32),  and  ren¬ 
dered  in  our  version,  a  penny ;  was,  in  fact,  a  silver  Roman 
coin,  worth  seven  pence  of  our  present  currency. 

Ver.  7.  suffer  her  to  have  kept  it .]  ape;  aurrtv — h a  rr,^grii 
— This  is  the  reading  of  the  Vatican ,  also  of  the  Beza ,  and 
other  uncial  and  jun.  MSS.- — ha  njgq&i j,  is  equivalent  to 
rerjjoijxevar — *  Sinite  illam  ut  servaverit  (not  ‘  servet,*  as  the 
Lat.),  or,  servasse  illud  * — *  Suffer  her,  that  she  should  have 
‘  kept,  or,  to  have  kept  it/  The  omission  of  ha  in  the  later 
and  received  texts,  with  the  actual  reading  Terror, ev,  appears 
to  point  out,  that  this  last  word  was  originally  written 
rtryorpav,  i.  e.  rer^xeva/,  with  curtailment  of  the  last  syllable 
(see  Pref.  p.  76),  and  that  the  alteration  was  designed  to  be 
interpretive  of  ha  rigr,ep.  The  singular  apt;  in  all  the  MSS., 
shews  that  this  was  a  personal  reply  to  the  ‘  Iscariot 1  speci¬ 
fied  in  ver.  4 ;  and  therefore,  that  the  apert  in  Mark,  xvi.  6 
(Gr.  xiv.  6),  was  the  vague  use  of  the  plural  for  the  singular, 
referring  to  rm used  without  specification  for  n;. 

Ver.  24.  grain  of  corn.']  zozzog  rov  giroo:  1  Corn  of  whete  * 
Wiclif,  which  our  version  has  retained :  Vulg.  ‘  granum 
‘  frumenti giro;  has  the  sense  of  corn  generally,  without 
restriction  to  wheat. 


Ver.  28.  Glorify  my  name.]  tiou  ro  ovo/xa,  Vat.  MS. ;  not 
aou  —  ‘  thy  name/  Compare  ch.  xvii.  2,  and  5.  The  reading 
(lou — *  my,'  is  confirmed  by  what  our  Lord  subjoins:  “  This 
“  voice  came  not  for  my  sake ,  but  for  yours that  is,  “I  called 
u  not  for  this  testimony  in  order  to  glorify  myself  but  to 
“  confirm  your  faith.”  The  reading  go-jf  has  probably  arisen 
from  the  gov  of  do^agov,  immediately  preceding. 

Ver.  48.  heepeth.\  puXaJj],  Vat.y  Bezce,  and  Alex. ;  not 
-iffreug?},  as  in  the  rec.  text. 
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Ver.  1.  the  day  before  the  feast  of  the  Passover.]  ngo  tj jg 
£ogr> is  t.  v.: —  nfL£f>a  is  here  customarily  understood:  the 
phrase  answers  to  ry  <rg«r>j  rw  agufivv  of  St.  Mark,  ‘  the  first 
‘  day  of  unleavened  bread  ;*  which  was  the  day  of  *  pre- 
1  paration  ’  for  the  feast ;  for,  the  feast  of  the  Passover  (as 
already  observed)  was  the  second  day  of  unleavened  bread, 
or  the  day  after  the  1  Passover ,’  properly  so  called.  (See 
Levit.  xxiii.  5,  6.) 

Ib.  Knowing  that  his  hour,  &c.]  The  construction  and 
connection  of  this  and  the  two  following  verses  is  observable, 
being  united  by  the  three  participles,  eidwg,  aya^sccg,  eibwg. 
Hoogeveen,  in  his  note  on  Viger,  c.  6,  s.  1,  §  18,  p.  349, 
says,  “  Non  possum  non  observare,  Grsecos  adeo  fuisse  <pt\o- 
u  itero-xpvs,  ut  non  solum  duo,  sed  et  tria  participia  absque 
“  ulla  copula  conjungere  non  erubuerint.”  He  produces  an 
example  from  Isocr.  Panatk.  p.  497,  and  another  from 
Mark,  xii.  28.  In  the  passage  before  us,  this  triple  employ¬ 
ment  of  the  participle  produces  a  very  singular  effect  of 
prolixity. 

Ib.  his  own  which  were  in  the  world. ]  Dr.  Bloomfield 
observes,  “  Pittman  maintains,  that  the  sense  must  be  ‘  the 
‘  whole  human  race :*  that  it  is  meant  to  be  included,  is  very 
“  probable.”  But,  we  have  not  to  resort  to  probability,  since 
our  Lord  himself  has  furnished  a  full  interpretation  of  his 
apostle’s  meaning,  in  ch.  xvii.  9,  11,  20,  “  I  pray  not  for  the 
“  world,  but  for  them  whom  thou  hast  given  me  out  of  the 
“  world:  —  these  are  in  the  world:"  these,  therefore,  are  the 
o/'  idiot  oi  tv  ru)  xog/tw  of  the  evangelist. 


Ver.  2.  during  supper.]  Hhkvov  yivo/Ltvou:  i.  e.  ‘whilst  sup- 
‘  per  was  being :  the  Const,  texts  read  ytvopevov,  which  word 
has  caused  much  perplexity  to  interpreters.  Michaelis  (vol.  ii. 
p.  307)  rashly  affirms  here,  as  at  Mark,  xiii.  8,  that  the 
Cod.  L.  or  Steph.  rit  “is  the  only  MS.  that  has  ym^tvov 
which  reading  he  prefers,  though  he  erroneously  translates 
it  ‘  preparing :*  whereas,  yivo,aevov,  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat. 
MS.;  of  which  fact  the  learned  German  was  not  apprised. 
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Ver.  22.  The  disciples  looked  one  on  another,  doubting 
of  whom  he  spake.']  This  verse  presents  to  us  matter  for  deep 
reflection,  which  must  not  be  passed  by.  Judas  had  been 
one  of  our  Lord’s  constant  companions ;  our  Lord  knew,  that 
he  was  to  be  ultimately  betrayed  by  Judas;  that  he  was 
therefore  daily,  and  hourly,  associating  with  his  personal 
enemy  and  traitor,  who  would  finally  if  go  into  perdition.” 
What,  then,  must  have  been  the  uniform  deportment  of  our 
Lord’s  patience  and  gentleness  toward  that  miscreant,  what 
the  continual  exercise  of  his  forbearance,  that  nothing  should 
have  escaped  him  to  prevent  the  “  doubting  ”  of  his  apostles ; 
and  to  cause  them  to  turn  their  eyes,  at  once,  to  Judas! 
What  a  divine  example  is  conveyed  to  us  in  those  few  words, 
“  doubting  of  whom  he  spake!”  (See  ver.  24,  25.) 

Ver.  23.  lying  at  Jesus  s  bosom.]  The  cause  of  this  ex¬ 
pression  is  now  sufficiently  known  ;  yet  the  learned  Lipsius  s 
description  of  the  practice  to  which  it  refers,  is  too  perspi¬ 
cuous  to  render  its  insertion  obtrusive:  “  They  lay  down 
“  with  the  upper  part  of  the  body  resting  on  the  left  elbow  ; 
“  the  head  a  little  raised,  and  the  back  supported  by  a 
“  pillow.  If  more  than  one  lay  on  the  same  couch,  the  feet 
“  of  the  first  were  extended  obliquely  behind  the  back  of  the 
“  second ;  so  that  the  hack  of  the  head  ( occiput )  of  the 
“  second,  was  in  a  line  with  the  stomach  of  the  first,  but 
“  with  a  pillow  between  them.  He  who  lay  at  the  head  of 
“  the  couch,  was  called  the  highest — summus ;  he  at  the  foot 
u  was  called  the  lowest  —  imus.  But,  if  three  guests  were  on 
“  the  same  couch,  the  middle  one  was  called,  dignissimus — 
“  the  most  worthy ,  being  next  to  him  who  held  the  highest 
“  place  of  honour.” — {Ant.  Led.  lib.  iii.  94.)  lie,  then,  who 
lay  immediately  next,  or  before,  the  chief  personage,  was  said 
to  lie,  tv  -/.oXtu — *  in  sinu,’  or,  ‘  at  his  bosom*  This  phrase, 
with  relation  to  the  custom  of  lying  down  at  table,  corre¬ 
sponded  to  that  of  sitting  on  the  right  hand,  when  it  was  the 
custom  to  sit.  Both  these  practices  appear  to  have  been  in 
use  among  the  Jews  ;  and  from  thence,  our  Lord’s  divine 
relation  to  the  Father  is  expressed,  both  by  being  “  at  His 
“  bosom /’  and  by  being  u  at  His  right  hand.”  The  former 
practice,  explains  the  account  of  1  a  woman  coming  behind 
*  him,  to  anoint  his  feet So  common  and  familiar  was  this 
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phrase  among  the  Romans,  that  the  younger  Pliny,  in 
describing  a  supper  party,  says,  “  Casnabat  Nerva  cum  paucis; 
“  Veiento  proximus ,  atque  etiam  in  sinu  recumbebat” — 
{Epp.  lib.  iv.  22,  4.)  Ignorance  of  this  custom,  has  caused 
absurd  representations  by  some  of  the  most  eminent  painters : 
there  is  a  picture  of  the  1  Last  Supper  ’  by  a  celebrated  Italian 
master,  in  which  all  the  personages  are  sitting  upright  at 
table,  except  St.  John,  who  is  thrusting  his  head  laterally 
into  our  Saviour’s  bosom. 

Ver.  24,  25,  are  thus  given  in  the  Vat.  and  Ephr.  MSS., 

vevei  ovv  hfiuv  litres  rourw,  y.ai  >.eye/,  uxt  rt;  ztfnv  nty  oj  \eyv‘ 
avacreffcuii  de  ext/vo$  ourcos  e-ri  ro  c '7T,0og  rou  Xtyei  auruf 

rit  etjnv : — Thus  it  is  seen,  that  Peter,  not  daring  to  address 
himself  directly  to  our  Lord,  inquired  of  John;  concluding, 
from  his  closer  connexion  with  his  Master,  that  he  was 
already  apprised;  but  John,  equally  ignorant  with  the  rest 
of  the  disciples,  used  that  closer  connexion,  to  put  the  ques¬ 
tion  directly.  These  particulars,  not  duly  perceived,  produced 
the  variation  introduced  into  the  Constant. ,  and  our  common 
text.  Scholz,  though  he  cites  the  Vat.t  Ephr.y  and  numerous 
MSS.,  together  with  Origen,  for  the  reading  amxetrujv,  rejects 
it  nevertheless  for  the  junior  reading  err/cre<fw,  by  no  other 
rule  that  I  am  able  to  discern,  than  his  determined  partiality 
to  his  Constantinopolitan  texts;  but,  that  is  a  rule  against 
which  sound  criticism  protests  :  a my.ufuyog  preceding,  would 
alone  render  am mauv  the  more  probable  reading. 

Ver.  32.]  The  first  clause  of  this  verse,  in  the  common 
text,  ‘  If  God  be  glorified  in  him /  is  not  in  the  Vat.  MS.,  nor 
other  ancient  MSS.  and  versions.  It  is  evidently  an  inser¬ 
tion  founded  on  the  following  clause,  with  a  mistaken  view 
to  logical  sequence  and  perspicuity. 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

Ver.  2.  that  I  go.]  The  Vat.  and  other  most  ancient 
MSS.  and  versions,  read  on  Kootvopai :  Campbell  admits  this ; 
yet  adds,  without  any  explanation,  “  but  the  evidence  in 
“  favour  of  the  common  reading  (without  or/)  greatly  pre - 
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“  ponder  ates”  If  he  spoke  with  reference  to  number  of  junior 
MSS.,  we  have  seen,  that  their  mere  number  gives  them  no 
increase  of  weight.  (See  Pref.  p.  20  and  26.) 

Ver.  3.  and  when  I  go ,  I  will  prepare .]  *<zi  eav 
iro/^affw — So  the  Vat.  MS.;  not  xai  erot/iaau,  as  in  the  junior 
MSS.  and  received  text. 

Ver.  4.  ye  know  the  way  whither  I go!]  otou  eyw  iwayw, 
oiSare  tt,v  odov.  so  reads  the  Vat.;  so  also  Codd.  L.  Q.  X.  33. 
and  others;  also  the  Copt .,  Eth.,  Pers.,  and  Latin  Vercel . 
versions. 

Ver.  11.  Believe  Me ,  &c.]  i.  e.  Believe  me  {on  my  word) 
that  I  am  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  me  ;  but,  if  not, 
believe  me  on  account  of  His  works  {which  I  do) :  ra  egya 
aurouy  according  to  the  manifestly  true  reading  of  the  Vat. 
MS. ;  and  not  aura,  the  works  themselves ,  or,  *  the  very 
‘  works,  as  in  our  version,  and  in  the  received  text.  Michaelis, 
who  was  not  aware  of  the  ancient  reading,  thus  adventures  : 
“  — John,  xiv.  11,  12,  should  be  thus  stopped  :  ei  be  ^  8ia  ra, 
“  egya.  aura  cr/tfreuere,  a.ajji'  Xtyca  vfiiv,  x.  r.  X.”  {Introd.  vol.  ii. 
517):  by  this  punctuation,  the  learned  German  would  reduce 
a  lucid  passage  to  a  confused  and  obscure  one. 

Ver.  15.  another  Comforter  —  that  the  Spirit  of  Truth , 
&c.]  aXXov  cra^axXjjrov : — The  word  ‘Tra^axXTjrog,  is  only  used  in 
this  and  the  two  following  chapters  of  St.  John  ;  and  the 
particular  office  ascribed  by  our  Lord  to  that  Divine  agent, 
in  this  place,  is  that  of  instruction  in  the  Truth.  The  Latin 
preserves  the  Greek  word,  ‘  Paracletus which  Wiclif  ren¬ 
dered  ‘  Coumfortour  ;  and  his  revisers  have  left  that  word  in 
their  text.  Michaelis,  remarking  on  Ernesti’s  interpretation 
of  the  word,  says:  “  I  agree  with  him  in  the  impropriety  of 
“  the  common  translation,  though,  instead  of  ‘  doctor*  or 
“  *  magister I  would  rather  use  ‘  monitor!” — {Introd.  vol.  i. 
p.  188.)  But,  as  the  function  of  1  comforting '  is  no  less 
ascribed  to  the  Holy  Spirit  than  that  of  ‘  instructing ;  as  its 
‘  instruction'  is  essential  1 comfort and  as  •n'agaxaXEw  em¬ 
braces  both  senses,  ‘  to  exhort  ’  and  ‘  to  comfort ;  I  see  no 
cause  for  “  attempting  (with  Michaelis)  to  discover  the  mean- 
“  ing  of  cagaxXjjroe  in  a  classic  author,"  who  could  not  have 
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known  the  propriety  of  its  gospel  application ;  and  I  think  it 
more  advisable,  with  Erasmus,  to  retain  the  sense  of  4  conso- 
4  lator — (nam  quod  hactenus  loquutus  est,  consolandi  gratia 
4  loquutus  est)’ — which  sense  we  express  by  the  term  4  Com- 
4  for  ter  :*  a  term,  derived  indeed  from  a  word  of  base  Latinity, 
‘  confortOy  but  signifying,  to  confirm,  encourage ,  and  console , 
which  are  the  proper  functions  of  the  Divine  Paraclete. 

Ver.  28.  because  I  go  to  the  Father.']  In  this  clause, 
the  received  text  intrudes  uxov — 4  7  said,'  a  second  time; 
which  is  in  no  ancient  copy,  and  is  rejected  by  Scholz. 


CHAPTER  XV. 

Ver.  26.  Who  proceedeth  from  the  Father]  i.  e.  in  essen¬ 
tial  being;  (wherefore,  Athanasius  designates  the  Father, 
jj  'irr\yi\  rrje  rpctdog — 4  the  fountain  or  source  of  the  Trinity 
Annot.  to  Heb.  i.  3);  but,  who  proceedeth  from  the  Father 
and  the  Son,  in  effusion  on  the  church  : — 44  Whom  I  will  send 
44  to  you  from  the  Father."  And  in  ch.  xx.  22,  44  He  breathed 
44  on  them,  and  said,  Receive  ye  the  Holy  Spirit."  Thus 
easily,  is  the  dissention  respecting  the  4  procession  of  the  Holy 
4  Spirit 7  reconciled. 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

Ver.  1.  that  your  faith  should  not  be  shaken .]  ha,  fir) 
axa.vda\Hj(h)7e — 4  that  ye  should  not  be  made  to  stumble  or  fail 
4  in  faith.’  We  have  here  a  signal  proof  of  the  perversion 
of  sense  in  our  English  rendering,  41  that  ye  should  not  be 
44  offended which  word  signifies,  in  English  language ,  “that 
44  ye  should  not  be  displeased ,  or  angered:"  than  which  ren¬ 
dering,  nothing  could  be  exhibited  more  contrary  to  the  true 
meaning,  or  more  adverse  to  common  reason.  (See  Pref. 
part  i.  pp.  13,  14.) 

Ver.  8-11.]  The  three  great  points  on  which  the  pro¬ 
mised  Divine  Teacher  was  to  enlighten  the  world,  compre¬ 
hended,  in  tripartite  division,  the  whole  44  mystery  of  the 
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“  Gospel ;*  namely,  1st,  The  doctrine  of  Sin ;  2dly,  The  doc¬ 
trine  of  Justification  from  that  sin :  3dly,  The  doctrine  of 
Condemnation  for  that  sin.  This  is  intelligible,  because  it 
summarily  and  clearly  recapitulates  all  that  our  Lord  had 
taught  during  his  preceding,  but  now  closing,  ministry.  But, 
I  doubt  if  any  such  relation  cau  be  clearly  apprehended  by 
the  mind  in  the  three  words  used  in  our  common  version ; 
“  Sin ,  righteousness ,  judgment .”  These  are  Wiclif's  words 
(modernised),  “  synne ,  rightwijsnesse,  doom for  the  Latin, 
“  peccato,  justitia ,  judicio.” 

Ver.  9.  of  sin ,  because  they  believe  not  on  me .]  “  Ex- 
“  ceptis  aliis  peccatis  qua  possent  remitti  per  fidem,  hoc 
“  unum  peccatum  nominavit,  quod  si  non  admitteretur,  om- 
“  nia  relaxarentur.” — (Augustin,  tom.  iv.  p.  1233.) 

Ver.  16,  17.]  These  two  verses  have  suffered  vitiation, 
from  an  endeavour  to  adapt  them  to  a  previous  misconcep¬ 
tion.  In  the  17th  verse,  the  auditore  are  perplexed  by  two 
expressions  of  our  Lord  :  1st,  that  wtich  he  had  just  used, 
“  a  little  while,”  &c. :  2dly,  that  which  he  had  used  a  short 
time  before  (ver.  10),  “  because  I  go  to  my  Father .”  Some 
critic  or  copyist,  of  a  later  age,  has  deemed  it  necessary,  for 
illustration,  to  repeat  the  last  clause,  in  ver.  16,  as  it  stands 
in  the  received  text,  and  in  our  version ;  but  the  Vatican , 
and  other  ancient  texts  and  versions,  have  it  not  here,  only 
in  ver.  10. 

Ver.  27.  that  I  came  out  from  the  Father.']  naga  rov 
■rargo?,  is  the  reading  of  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions : 
t .  r.  Qeov  —  *  from  God ,’  i9  a  substitution  of  the  Co?ist.  and 
rec.  texts,  and  is  retained  by  Scholz. 


CHAPTER  XVII. 

Ver.  3.]  Michaelis  has  here  well  observed,  that  this 
passage  “  should  be  stopped  in  the  following  manner  :  ha 
“  yiv'jjaxuiU  (Si,  rov  fiovov  akr^mv  0sov,  xou,  ov  arrusriikag  Ijjffoyv, 
“  Xg/orov — That  they  may  know  Thee  (e/m/  —  *  to  be ’)  the 
“  only  true  God  ;  and  Jesus,  whom  thou  hast  sent,  (e/m / — 
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“  ‘to  be ’)  the  Anointed.”  (Vol.  ii.  p.  517):  tivai  being  mani¬ 
festly  understood,  in  both  clauses :  a9  in  1  John,  iv.  3,  and 
the  passages  there  noted. 

Ver.  4.  by  accomplishing ]  rtXtiuaag  is  the  reading  of  all 
the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions,  except  the  Cod.  D,  or 
Bezcs,  which  has  substituted  trtXtiuaa ;  which  alteration  has 
been  adopted  by  the  Const.  MSS.,  and  lastly,  by  Scholz. 

Ver.  11.  Thy  name  which  thou,  &c.]  tv  ru>  ovofian  aov,  u> 
(Lot  (not  oyg  tdux ag — ‘  whom  thou  hast  given’).  The 
powerful  testimonies  in  proof  of  the  former  reading,  have 
constrained  Scholz  to  reject  the  received  reading,  and  to 
substitute  w  for  oy$. 

Ver.  24.  Father,  who  gavest .]  nctreg,  c  foSaocas,  not  ous 
5e6wxas.  Scholz  has  here  fallen  back  to  the  received  reading, 
though  the  ancient  reading,  6,  equally  claimed  his  preference, 
a9  in  ver.  11. 


CHAPTER  XVIII. 

Ver.  20.  whither  the  Jews  are  always  resorting.]  rravrort ; 
not  'travroQev,  as  iu  the  received  text,  which  Scholz  duly  rejects 
for  the  former;  though  he  has  omitted  to  notice,  in  his 
citation  of  authorities,  the  first  and  oldest,  the  Vatican  MS., 
which  also  reads  rravrort ;  and  which  is,  therefore,  his  best 
authority. 

Ver.  28.  might  eat  the  Passover. ]  <pctyu<n  ro  naff^a:  — 
Josephus  says,  r,  rwv  a^u/iuv  iogTT),  i)v  patfx a  Xtyo(itv — •“  the 
“  feast  of  the  days  of  unleavened  bread ,  which  we  call 
“  Phaska,”  i.  e.  Pascha ,  or  Passover.  “  On  the  14th  day 
“  of  the  first  month,  at  evening,  is  the  Lord’s  Passover.  And 
“  on  the  15th  day  of  the  same  month  is  the  feast  of  unlea- 
“  vened  bread:  seven  days  ye  must  eat  unleavened  bread. 
“  In  the  first  day,  ye  shall  have  an  holy  convocation ; 
“  in  the  seventh  day  is  an  holy  convocation”  (Lev.  xxiii. 
5-7).  The  feast  of  unleavened  bread  was,  therefore,  the 
day  that  followed  the  sacrifice  of  the  paschal  lamb  *,  but,  we 
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learn  from  Josephus,  that  the  name  of  Pasclia ,  or  Passover , 
Mas  extended  to  the  feast-day.  The  anxiety  of  the  Jewish 
chiefs  to  be  in  a  condition  to  ‘  eat  the  Passover *  did  not 
regard  the  1  lamb  and  bitter  herbs /  which  had  been  eaten 
the  preceding  evening;  hut,  the  more  alluring  festival  of  the 
“ great  day ”  which  was  to  commence  on  that  same  evening. 
Eutbymius  (with  other  expounders  of  the  middle  ages),  not 
aware  of  this  distinction,  and  assuming  that  it  was  the 
Paschal  Lamb  which  those  chiefs  were  desirous  to  eat,  in¬ 
ferred,  that  the  sacrifice  of  the  Lamb  wa9  still  in  their 
prospect;  and  on  this  misapprehension  founded  the  false 
speculation,  that  our  Lord  had  anticipated  that  sacrifice 
by  one  day ,  and  that  his  supper  had  taken  place  on  the 
Wednesday  evening,  instead  of  the  Thursday  evening ;  thus 
making  their  own  erroneous  interpretation  of  St.  John  a 
rule  by  which  they  perverted  the  correct  relations  of  the 
other  evangelists.  (See  Annot.  to  Luke,  xxii.  7.) 

Ver.  31.  We  are  not  allowed  to  put  any  one  to  death.] 
Dean  Prideaux  states  ( Connexion,  &c.,  vol.  ii.  p.  511.  fol.), 
That  when  Cyrenius,  or  Quirinius,  was  sent  by  Augustus  to 
reduce  Syria  to  a  Roman  province,  accompanied  by  Coponius, 
as  procurator  of  Judaea,  “  the  power  of  life  and  death  was  taken 
“  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Jews ,  and  placed  wholly  in  the 
“  Roman  procurator ,  and  his  subordinate  officers and  he 
refers  to  Josephus’s  Ant.  Jud.  lib.  xviii.  c.  1,  and  his  Pell. 
Jud.  lib.  ii.  c.  12.  In  the  first  of  these  passages,  Josephus 
states,  that  Coponius  was,  jjyTjtfo/xsvoj  rr\  em  rrctav  e^ovaiu — 1  to 
e  govern  with  power  over  all  things ;  but,  in  the  second 
passage,  he  defines  that  power;  xrim,v  kufiw  va-gct  rou 

Kuicragos  e^o'jffjccv — ‘  receiving  from  Ccesar  a  power  extending 
‘  to  death”  and  his  successor  in  the  procuratorship,  Pontius 
Pilate,  asserted  the  transmission  of  the  same  power  to  him¬ 
self,  when  he  said,  “  Have  not  I  power  to  crucify  thee ,  and 
“  power  to  release  thee?”  This  testimony,  overlooked  by  so 
many  learned  commentators,  fully  explains  the  inhibition 
alleged  by  the  Jews  to  Pilate.  (See  the  note9  of  Campbell 
and  Bloomfield  on  this  place.)  The  death  of  Stephen,  which 
was  a  tumultuous  massacre,  does  not  affect  this  question. 
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Ver.  13  and  25.  the  sixth  hour.']  See  Atinot.  to  Mark, 
xvii.  25. 

Ver.  30.  tasted  the  vinegar.]  o£cg — *  vinegar’ : — In  Matt, 
xxvii.  34,  the  Vat.,  Beza ,  and  other  ancient  MSS.  and  ver¬ 
sions,  read  omv :  this  variation  was  omitted  to  be  noticed  in 
that  place.  Vinegar ,  in  wine  countries,  as  its  name  imports, 
is  no  other  than  wine  become  acetous ,  or  sour :  whence  Plu¬ 
tarch,  Sgnip.  3,  says,  “  TO  o^og,  o/voj  nvag  een  <poeig  xa /  hvvafLig." 
—  eXafis  ro  o%og :  So  read  all  the  texts ;  the  Latin  and  English 
render — “  accepisset  acetum  —  had  received  the  vinegar.” 
St.  Matthew,  xxvii.  34,  says,  yevsa/uvog,  ovx  r^eXe  <xiuv — 
(i  When  he  had  tasted  it,  he  would  not  drink  it.”  Wetstein, 
imagining  that  this  difference  might  be  made  a  ground  for 
charging  contradiction  on  these  two  statements,  observes, 
“  When  offered  by  the  Gentiles,  he  would  not  drink  it :  when 
“  offered  by  a  Jew,  being  thirsty,  he  drank  it.”  However 
well  intended  by  Wetstein,  the  Gospel  needed  not  this  aid. 
Whether  eXafSi  is  here  a  genuine  reading,  or  an  alteration  of 
tXaxe,  from  Xacrw,  which  Hesychius  explains  both  by  avaXafieiv, 
*  to  receive  *  and  by  mvt/ v  rr)  yXurrj},  *  to  drink  with  the  tongue 
it  means  exactly  the  same  as  ytuaafLtvog — ‘tasted,’  in  Matthew. 

Ver.  34.  for  one  of  the  soldiers  pierced  his  side.]  This 
sentence  refers  immediately  to  w;  tibov  rfa  aurov  redvrixora — 
“  when  they  saw  that  he  was  already  dead,"  in  the  preceding 
verse,  and  explains  the  fact ;  “  for,  a  soldier  pierced  his 
“  side,  &c. ;  and  he  who  saw  it,  hath  borne  testimony" — 
fLt/iugrugrjxe.  Not,  e<r riv  6  /xagrygoiv  —  ‘  now  bears  witness ,’  as 
when  the  writer  is  testifying  for  the  first  time,  as  in  c.  xxi. 
24 ;  but,  as  in  c.  i.  34,  where  the  Baptist  says,  ^E/xa^rugjjxa. 
Both  those  testimonies  Matthew  recorded  in  his  early  Gospel ; 
the  first  testimony,  in  his  c.  iii.  16;  the  last  testimony,  in  his 
c.  xxvii.  50,  where  Chrysostom  read  it  in  his  own  copy,  and 
where  we  still  read  it  in  the  two  most  ancient  copies  that 
have  survived  for  our  instruction  in  the  truth.  (See  Annot. 
to  Matt,  xxvii.  50.)  Dr.  Bloomfield  subjoins  the  following 
note  to  this  verse  :  “  The  epitaph  of  this  soldier  (if  genuine), 
“  said  to  be  found  in  the  church  of  St.  Mary,  at  Lyons,  is  as 
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“  follows  :  ‘  Qui  Salvatoris  latus  Cruce  Cnspide  fixity  Lon- 
‘  ginus  hie  jacet* — ‘  Here  lies  Longinus,  who  pierced  the 
1  Saviour  s  side  on  the  Cross ,  with  a  spear.’  ”  As  the  learned 
annotator  has  thus  summarily  adverted  to  this  legendary 
tale,  it  is  right  that  the  reader  should  be  briefly  put  in 
possession  of  the  whole  of  it,  as  it  has  beeu  collected  by 
Moreri,  from  Tilleniont  and  other  ecclesiastical  writers,  in 
his  ‘  Dictionary /  under  the  head,  ‘  St.  Longin’ — (St.  Lon¬ 
ginus.)  This  St.  Longinus  is  twofold ;  “  some  saying,  that 
“  he  was  the  soldier  that  pierced  our  Lord’s  side  with  a 
“  spear ;  and  some,  that  he  was  the  centurion  who  commanded 
“  the  guard  at  the  cross.  The  legends  report  both  these 
“  persons  to  have  been  converted  to  the  Christian  faith ;  to 
“  have  suffered  martyrdom ;  and  to  have  been  canonised.” 
Moreri,  however,  though  an  ecclesiastic  of  the  Ttomish  church, 
was  constrained  to  add,  “  The  acts  of  both  Longinuses  are 
“  manifestly  false ;  and  the  circumstances  they  allege,  mutually 
“  refute  each  other.”  It  would  appear,  that  the  name  Longi¬ 
nus  has  been  formed  from  the  Greek  \oyxrh  spear :  (“  longinus 
“  being  the  Latin  form  of  —  spear-man).*’  Thus, 

St.  Longinus  is  found  to  be  a  similar  saint  to  the  Sancta 
Veronica ,  reported  by  Brydone.  “  The  Greeks,”  continues 
Moreri,  “  celebrate  the  martyrdom  of  Longinus,  the  centurion , 
“  on  the  16th  of  October,  the  Latins  on  the  15th  of  March, 
“  and  the  Copts  on  the  first  of  November.  The  martyrdom  of 
“  Longinus,  the  soldier ,  is  not  acknowledged  by  the  Greeks ; 
“  but  the  Latins  commemorate  it  on  different  days ;  some 
“  on  the  15th  of  March,  some  on  the  first  of  September, 
"  others  on  the  22d  of  November,  or  11th  of  December.” 
We  thus  see,  how  little  this  offspring  of  credulity  and  super¬ 
stition  merits  the  attention  of  the  readers  of  the  Gospel. 

Ver.  37.  they  shall  look  on  him  whom  they  pierced .] 
This  prophecy  is  pointed  to  the  Jewish  nation,  under  the 
maxim  of  justice,  “  Qui  facit  per  alium ,  facit  per  se.”  As 
it  was  said  to  David  (2  Sam.  xii.  9),  “  Thou  hast  slain  Uriah 
“  the  Hittite,  with  the  sword  of  the  children  of  Amnion,”  so 
will  it  be  said  to  the  Jews,  “  Ye  slew  the  Christ  by  the  spear 
“  of  the  Gentiles.”  So  St.  Peter  said  to  that  people,  Acts, 
v.  30,  **  Whom  ye  slew',”  though  in  Acts,  x.  39,  he  said, 
“  Whom  they  slew.”  The  three  Greek  interpreters,  Aquila, 
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Theodotion,  and  Symmachus,  rendered  this  passage  (cited 
from  Zechariah,  xii.  10)  according  to  the  Hebrew  text,  npi, 
eJexsvrjjffai' — ‘ pierced though  the  Septuagint  have  rendered 
it  xar&jg^jjtfavro — insulted,’  as  from  npt,  ‘  saltant ;  revealing, 
in  the  old  Hebrew  copies,  various  readings  of  i  and  *i. 

Ver.  42.  there]  txa:  —  comp,  aurou,  Matt,  xxvii.  59.1 


CHAPTER  XX. 

Ver.  25  and  27,  and  put  it  to  my  side.]  (3a\e  ug  ryv  rrXev^av : 
—  /3aXg  has  undeniably  the  same  signification  here,  as  the 
first  fiaXu  in  v.  25,  where  our  revisers  have  properly  retained 
Wiclif’s  version,  ‘  putte yet,  in  this  place  they  have  rejected 
that  rendering,  and  have  substituted  the  very  improper  term, 
‘  thrust .’  This,  they  probably  thought  an  energetic  version 
of  Erasmus’s  ‘  immitte which  he  substituted  for  the  simple 
‘  mitte*  of  the  Vulgate.  Though  Wiclif  translated  “putte” 
not  *  thrust yet  he  added  “  into thus,  an  inveterate  mis¬ 
interpretation  of  tig,  which  merely  signifies  1  ad — to in  this 
place,  has  governed  Erasmus,  Wiclif,  and  Wiclif's  revisers. 


CHAPTER  XXI. 

Ver.  16.  Tend  my  sheep.]  The  Greek  varies  the  verbs — 
(3 otfxe,  ‘roipatve,  /3o<rxe.  The  Vulgate  has  ‘  pasce’  in  all  the  three 
places,  and  accordingly,  Wiclif  renders  all  three  by  ‘  fedc,' 
which  his  revisers  have  retained. 

Ver.  23.  went  forth  to  the  brethren .]  Erasmus  has  a  very 
futile  criticism  on  this  passage:  “  How  did  it  go  forth  to  the 
“  brethren  (he  asks),  if  it  was  spoken  among  the  brethren ?” 


1  (Omitted,  at  Matt,  xxvii.  64.  lest  His  disciples  come  and  steal  him  away.\ 
Our  version  adds,  *  by  night*  from  the  very  modern  insertion,  wxros.  The 
spuriousness  of  this  reading  is  so  manifest,  that  Scholz  has  rejected  it,  with  this 
note:  u  vuxros  rec .,  cum  plerisque  fam.  Const.  Codd.,  et  Aug.;  sed  omittunt, 
“ABCDEHKLV.  1.  22.  33.  71-  102.  10C.  123.  124.  125.  131.  142.  157.  172. 
“  235.  238.  240.  258.  435.,  alii  permulli.  Evangel.  1.  6.  32.  44.  50.,  alii:  Edd. 
“  Copt.  Syr.  p.  Arr.  Goth.  Vulg.  Sax.  item  Chrys.  Damase.  Orig.  non  atiingunt 
“  Euthym.  Theophyl.”) 
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It  was  not  spoken  among  the  brethren ,  but  among  the  select 
disciples  mentioned  in  ver.  2 :  from  whom  it  went  forth  to 
the  *  brethren or  general  community  of  believers. 

Ver.  25,  or  last  verse  of  the  received  text]  :  for  this  pass¬ 
age,  see  Preface ,  p.  65.  Dr.  Bloomfield  closes  his  note  on 
this  verse  with  the  following  strong  assertion :  “  Upon  the 
“  whole ,  there  is  not  the  slightest  reason  for  supposing,  that  the 
“  verse  came  from  any  other  than  the  evangelist ;  who  seem  to 
“  have  intended  it  as  a  supplement  to  what  was  said  at  c.  xx. 
“  30.”  A  supplement  to  c.  xx.  30,  placed  at  the  end  of  c.  xxi., 
must  appear  an  odd  arrangement  to  any  mind  not  previously 
biassed  to  admit  it.  It  is  extremely  irksome  to  be  called 
upon  to  resist  any  positive  assertion,  and  still  more  so,  when 
it  is  that  of  a  learned  scholar  to  whom  we  are  much  indebted  ; 
yet,  truth  must  not  be  surrendered  to  compliment:  and,  as 
the  right  of  assertion  is  not  restricted  to  the  first  assertor,  I 
must  venture,  with  respect,  to  oppose  to  the  learned  critic, 
the  counter-assertion,  that  there  is  full  and  adequate  reason 
for  persuasion,  that  the  verse  was  not  written  by  the  evange¬ 
list.  It  has  no  relation,  either  to  the  doctrine  or  narrative 
of  his  history.  It  has  no  relation  to  what  immediately  pre¬ 
cedes.  It  has  this  only  relation  to  c.  xx.  30,  that  the  latter 
evidently  suggested  the  hyperbolical  amplification  which  it 
contains.  That  St.  John,  after  concluding  his  general  record 
of  our  Lord’s  actions  and  proceedings  in  the  words,  coXXa 
ovv  xai  aXXa  tfTj/xs/a  e<T0/r,<rev  6  lr,aoug  —  a  ouj 4  effr/  ytyga/i/xeva,  &C., 
should  presently  and  abruptly  repeat,  tffn  xa t  aXXa  toXX a 
a  erron jffev  6  I <kc.,  is  not  so  probable,  as  that  some  pious 
philoponist  should  have  resumed  those  words,  in  order  to 
introduce  an  amplification  of  the  evangelist’s  former  state¬ 
ment  ;  which,  ancient  tradition  intimates  to  have  been  the 
fact:  and  we  have  had  sufficient  examples,  of  similar  ampli¬ 
fications,  to  confirm  the  credit  of  the  tradition.  Some 
eminently  learned  commentators  (Grotius  and  Lc  Clerc) 
would  condemn,  as  apocryphal,  the  whole  of  the  last  two 
chapters  of  this  Gospel;  but,  it  is  this  last  verse  only  that 
directly  betrays  its  spuriousness,  by  an  hyperbole  irreferriblc 
to  the  mind  of  the  evangelist.  “  I  lie  Augustinus  (says 
“  Erasmus)  ofiensus  hyperbola ,  ‘  caper  o'  non  ad  spntiuin  loci 
“  refer t,  sed  ad  unimum  :  —  nihil  talc  Chrysostonnis  et 
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“  Cyrillus;  ingenue  fatentur  kyperbolen  esse.”  The  verse  is, 
therefore,  to  be  considered  as  of  the  same  quality  with  the 
last  twelve  verses  subjoined  to  St.  Mark’s  Gospel. 

The  following  is  Birch’s  note  to  this  verse ;  11  Ad  hunc 
“  versum,  in  margine  Codd.  Vat.  358.  756.  757.  758.  1229 ; 
u  Cod.  Zelada ;  Laur.  vi.  18.  34;  Ven.  27;  Vind.  Kol.  4. 
a  invenitur  Scholion  :  aXXo/  5e  irgoffDqr.Tjv  eivai  rovro  <pa<uvf  redeixorog 
li  (Lev  avro  Tivog  rwv  iJhXqko vuv  e^u6ev  ev  cragevfJjjxjj,  eif  iragai fraffiv 
u  tov  v\eiova  eivai  rw  yeyga (LfLevoiVy  ra  vrro  tov  Kvgiov  yeyevijfMva 
“  Oav/iaara'  xarayevrog  Se  e<foi$evt  ayvoici  rvyov  tov  crgwrou  yoaipeug, 
“  vrro  Tivog  tuv  rraXaiuv  [lev,  ovx  uxgifiuv  6e,  xai  (Legog  T7]g  tov 
“  eva yyeXiov  yg yeyovOTog ,  ocreg  dia  rravrwv  t m  evayyeXiuv  6 
“  xgovog  xai  i  evvrfieia  pegetjQai  rraoetxeva <rtv.”  This  is  nearly 
verbatim  the  same  gloss  that  Wetstein  cites  from  his  single 
Cod.  36,  as  above  adduced,  in  translation,  at  Pref.  p.  65. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  12.  A  Sabbath  clay  s  journey  from  Jerusalem.]  The 
critical  differences  of  opinion  respecting  the  proper  sense  of 
v/w  in  tlais  passage,  appear  to  have  only  resulted  from  some 
interpreters  assuming,  that  the  historian  intended  to  express 
the  relation  of  distance  from ,  while  his  intention  is  rather 
to  express  that  of  proximity  to;  both  which  relations  come 
to  the  same  point.  The  phrase,  e%uv  68ov,  answers  to  the 
Latin  phrase,  *  habere  iter  *  which  the  Vulgate  here  employs. 
Mr.  Valpy,  therefore,  appears  well  supported  in  refusing  the 
sense  of  acrg^ov  to  e^ov  in  this  place  :  syyvg —  iyov  gocfifiarov  odov , 
will  thus  signify,  “  not  more  than  a  Sabbath  day's  journey 
“  from,  or  within  two  miles  of,  Jerusalem  for,  eyyvg — 
*  near,  is  the  governing  idea,  both  here,  and  in  John,  xi.  18, 
where  also  we  are  to  understand,  *  not  more  than  fifteen 
furlongs,’  &c. 

Ver.  1C.  Brethren']  avdosg  cidsXpot :  in  the  Vulgate,  “  Viri 
u  fratres”  The  av&ps  is  here,  as  in  c.  xv.  13,  and  as 
avOw-og,  in  Matt.  xiii.  45,  a  mere  idiomatic  pleonasm ; 
which  ought  not  to  be  expressed  in  the  English,  though 
the  Latin  translator  has  rendered  it  in  his  version.  Wiclif 
properly  omitted  it,  and  translated  simply,  1  britheren .’  His 
revisers,  however,  have  not  only  introduced  the  pleonasm, 
but  given  it  separate  and  substantial  existence,  by  inserting 
the  conjunction  *  and ,’  thus  creating  two  denominations  of 
auditors  ;  which  was  not  in  the  mind,  either  of  the  speaker, 
or  of  his  historian.  So  afterwards,  in  c.  vii.  2,  where  our 
version  reads.  Men,  brethren,  and  fathers,  we  should  read 
simply,  “  Brethren  and  fathers these  being  the  two  classes 
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to  which  all  the  apostolical  discourses  were  addressed,  and 
which  embraced  all  orders  in  the  primitive  church.  In 
c.  xv.  22,  where  the  oldest  MSS.  read,  ergs afiuregoi  ads — 

‘  elder  brethren which  reading  is  confirmed  by  ver.  6  pre¬ 
ceding,  the  later  MSS.  have  introduced  xai  after  ■rgeff/Sy-rego/ — 

*  elders  and  brethren,’  as  in  our  version;  essentially  vitiating 
the  history. 

Ver.  18.  Casting  himself  headlong ,  he  hung  in  the  midst.~\ 
Matthew  relates,  that  Judas  a erny^aro  (from  a <xayyjay  strangxdo , 
laqueo,) — *  hanged  himself'  Peter  asserts,  that  the  mode 
of  his  death  “  became  hnown  to  all  the  dwellers  at  Jerusalem 
and,  four  centuries  afterward,  Jerom,  who  had  resided  in 
Jerusalem,  described  that  mode  in  his  interpretation  of 
arrriy^a-o — ‘  laqueo  se  suspendit — hanged  himself  in  a  noose; 
and  again  (in  his  Comment,  on  Amos,  c.  5),  “  Judas  putabat 
mortem  suspend’d  finem  malorum  —  “  Judas  thought,  that 
“  death  by  hanging  would  be  the  end  of  all  evils.”  The 
mode  of  that  death  is  described  by  St.  Luke  in  this  place, 
^r,vr,g  yevo/wog  EAAKH2E  ftwag,  which  the  Vulgate,  renders, 

*  suspensus  crepuit  medius  Wiclif  renders,  1  was  hanged , 
‘  and  tobarst  the  myddil;  our  revised  version,  ‘  falling 
‘  headlong ,  he  burst  asunder  in  the  midst'  Of  all  these, 
our  version  alone  excludes  the  notion  of  hanging ,  recorded 
by  Matthew.  But,  Erasmus  found  that  notion  in  the 
Greek,  trgqvTjg  ysvopsvog :  — i(  TgrjvTjg  Grsecis  dicitur,  qui  vultu 
“  est  in  terrain  dejecto :  expressit  autem  gestum  et  habitum 
“  laqueo  prafocati.”  And  so  Stephens:  “  Item  aliquis  rr^vng 
“  yiv6Ta,it  quum  vel  ab  alio,  vel  a  se,  caput  pnecipitatur ;  et 
“  in  suspendio  erg? jktjs  ytvtrai  qui,  laqueo  aptato ,  ex  alto  sese  in 
“  caput  dejicit.”  The  difference  of  national  customs  (as  in 
John,  x.  4),  is  the  cause  of  our  not  being  sensible  of  a 
correspondence  which  suggested  itself  familiarly  to  those 
two  learned  foreigners.  In  many  parts  of  the  continent  of 
Europe,  the  infliction  of  death  by  hanging,  is  performed 
with  a  length  of  cord,  on  an  elevation  from  which  the  suf¬ 
ferer  is  precipitated  ;  in  order  to  produce  immediate  death 
by  the  reaction  of  the  sudden  interruption  in  the  fall,  which 
leaves  him  1  suspended  in  the  middle Though  St.  Luke 
thus  speaks  in  agreement  with  the  recorded  and  traditional 
death  of  Judas,  yet  his  recital  has  become  obscured  by  the 
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interpretations  assigned  to  the  word  eXaxr,ffs,1  which  the. 
Latin  translator  rendered  ‘  crepuit and  our  version,  i  burst' 
That  word  is  manifestly  an  inflection  of  a  thema ,  Xaxeu  ;  but, 
the  Greek  language  knows  no  such  word,  and  therefore 
Stephens  did  not  admit  it  into  his  Thesaurus ,  but  only  adverted 
to  it  in  his  Index ,  among  his  ‘  consulto  omissa  *  And  though 
the  printed  text  of  Iiesychius  has,  in  one  place,  Xax7j<ra/,  the 
modern  annotator  has  been  careful  to  admonish, 1  lege  Xaxieai’ 
from  Xaxi^tu ;  and  though  8taXax7ieaaa  is  found  in  all  the 
printed  text9  of  Aristophanes,  yet  his  latest  editor,  Inver- 
nezius,  has  shewn,  from  the  ancient  Borgian  MS.,  that  the 
genuine  reading  is  d/aXax/<r as  from  Xaxig,  cyjcita  \  so  that  the 
Xaxjj sat  of  the  former,  and  the  haXaxr^cusa.  of  the  latter,  are 
mere  errors  of  itacism ,  as  o/x>j<ra/  for  o/x/<ra/,  Pref.  p.  55, 
xctrujx 7)<fav  for  xarojxia av,  p.  59,  and  for  /xErwx/ffev,  p.  61. 

I  must  refer  the  reader  to  a  paper  on  ‘  An  insititious  Latin 
‘  term  in  the  Hellenistic  Greek,’  in  the  first  volume  of  the 
Transactions  of  the  Royal  Society  of  Literature ,  for  a  more 
extended  discussion  of  this  subject  than  can  be  admitted 
here ;  the  object  of  which  paper  is  to  shew,  that  Xax£oj  is  not 
used  in  thU  place  as  a  native  Greek  word,  but  as  the  Greek 
form  of  the  adopted  Latin  term,  4  laqueo as  pgayeXXow  is  the 
Greek  form  of  the  adopted  Latin,  *  flag ello the  Latin  g, 
and  qu ,  being  represented  in  the  Greek  by  the  x,  as  Quiri- 
nius,  Kug7jwog,  Aqnila ,  AxuXaj.  The  latter  of  those  verbs  is 
an  aca£  Xeyo/xevov  in  the  N.T.,  in  Matt,  xxvii.  26 ;  for,  though 
Mark  has  it  also  in  his  Gospel,  in  c.  xvii.  15,  it  is  only  a 
repetition  of  the  words  of  Matthew,  in  the  former  place. 
So  also,  pgayeXX/ov,  xovffTvdia,  tfTgxouXaT'.^,  and  several  other 
terms  adopted  from  the  Latin,  are  atrag  Xeyo/tew  in  the  evan¬ 
gelical  writings.  That  the  term,  Xaxecu,  for  ‘  laqueo ,’  should 
have  occurred  once  only,  is,  therefore,  no  objection  against  it. 
The  Greeks,  to  whom  the  word  eXa xr,ai  was  strange,  sought  its 
meaning  in  their  obsolete  verb,  Xaxtu —  ‘  crepo,’  from  which 
they  retained  tXexev  in  common  use ;  and  the  Latins  accepted 
the  interpretation  of  the  Greeks.  But,  in  its  native  sense 
from  *  laqueo the  word  signifies,  *  laqucavit  se  or  laqueatus 
‘  est,’  as  prcecipitat  signifies,  ‘  pracipitatur,  or  preecipitat  se:' 

1  It  is  observable,  that  there  is  no  various  reading  of  tXxxt> m  in  the  MSS. 
from  the  date  of  the  Vatican,  till  the  13th  century,  when  it  is  found  changed 
to  0-a.xnn  in  Cod.  44.  Wetstein,  or  38.  Scholz. 
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correspondent  to  the  description  of  Seneca,  the  tragedian, 
in  Iiis  Hippolytus,  1086, 

“  Praceps  in  ora  fusus ,  implicuit  cadens 
Laqueo  tenaci  corpus  ;  et  quanto  magis 
Pugnat,  sequaces  hoc  nodos  ligat.” 

—  ‘  medius — in  the  midst i.  e.  ‘  inter  trabem  et  terram  — 

‘  between  the  beam  and  the  ground'  What  follows  :  *  all  his 
bowels  gushed  out ' — e&x^71  ‘7rat'rcfc  7a  cnhayyya  avrov,  was  a 
consequence  of  the  mode,  and  not  any  part  of  the  cause,  of 
the  death.  Wetstein  cites  an  example  of  the  rupture  of  the 
belly  from  a  fall ; 1  such  an  effect  was  likely  to  be  produced 
by  the  action  and  reaction  of  the  fall,  in  a  frame  which 
tradition  reports  to  have  been  “  so  burthened  with  flesh  as 
“  to  be  unable  to  walk  about — ‘T^aOsig  sm  roaovrov  rrtv  tfagxa, 
“  wcrre  pr,  duvaaOai  SiOJsiv." — (Ecumenius,  Crit.  Sacr.  ad  loc. 

Ver.  20.  his  office .]  rr,v  tmsxorrriv:  —  So  the  Septuagint,  in 
Ps.  cix.  8,  here  cited  by  the  apostle,  where  our  version  pro¬ 
perly  renders,  “  his  office."  The  substitution  of  “  bishoprich" 
in  this  place,  where  the  two  versions  ought  to  correspond,  is 
objectionably  artificial.  The  rendering  is,  indeed,  Wiclif’s 
(i bishopriche ) ;  but  it  ought  to  have  been  corrected  here  by 
his  revisers,  as  they  have  done  in  other  places  where  Wiclif 
renders  ‘  bis/ioppis ’  for  itgue — ‘priests* 

Ver.  26.  gave  them  lots]  that  is,  ‘to  draw;' — avrots,  as 
the  Vat.  MS. ;  not  aimav,  as  in  the  received  text. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  1.  When  the  day  of  the  Pentecost  was  fully  come .] 
“  The  Jews,”  says  Josephus,  “  call  Pentecost  (or  Fiftieth ), 
“  a  certain  festival  held  after  the  seven  weeks  following  the 
“  Passover.” — {Bell.  Jud.  lib.  ii.  c.  3.  §  1.)  Those  seven 


1  i4  Cholin.  f.  5(5.  2.  A  ram  am  s  qnidam  vidit  hominem,  qui  de  tecto  in  plateam 
“  d  end  it,  et  ruptus  esl  ejns  venter ,  ct  viscera  ejus  efflurenmt." 
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weeks,  or  forty- nine  days ,  concluded  with  a  Sabbath ;  the 
fiftieth ,  therefore,  fell  on  the  first  day  of  the  week,  or  our 
Sunday :  hence  the  denomination  of  Whit- Sunday  to  express 
the  Pcntecosty  because,  on  that  anniversary,  the  new  converts 
in  the  early  church  were  accustomed  to  appear  habited  in 
white. 

Ver.  6.  When  this  was  told  abroad .]  This  is,  perhaps, 
the  best  rendering  of  yivo[j.tvrig  rr\g  pw^g  ravryg ;  where  <puvr) 
has  the  same  sense  as  in  Gen.  xlv.  16,  xa<  5/6/3otj0tj  n  tpu vy  ug 
tov  oixov  0>a£aw — *  and  the  fame  thereof  w  as  noised  abroad , 
‘  even  to  the  house  of  Pharaoh.’  Our  revisers  have  well 
rejected  WicliFs  1  whanne  this  vois  was  mead ;  from  the 
Latin,  4  facta  autem  liac  voce 

Ver.  9.  Idumaea.']  Dr.  Bloomfield’s  note  sufficiently  ex¬ 
poses  the  vitiation  of  the  common  reading,  *  Judaea ,’  in  this 
place  :  44  as  to  what  the  true  reading  i9  (he  further  observes), 
44  we  are  left  to  conjecture: — of  the  various  conjectures  that 
“  have  been  proposed,  there  is  not  one  but  is  liable  to  serious 
44  objection ;  and  all  are  destitute  of  any  countenance  from 
44  MSS.  or  versions.  It  is  strange,  no  one  should  have  seen, 
44  that  the  word  is  from  the  margin .”  Yet  the  same  learned 
annotator  reasonably  objects  to  4  amputation  of  the  word. 
But,  what  is  referring  it  to  the  margin,  as  a  gloss ,  but 
4  amputating *  it  from  the  text?  for,  the  margin  possesses  no 
authority.  Now,  there  is  one  conjecture  which  is  exempt 
from  the  condemnation  pronounced  by  the  learned  annotator, 
and  which  may  possibly  have  escaped  his  attention ;  it  is  that 
of  the  learned  Caspar  Barthius  in  the  16th  century,  recorded 
by  Wetstein,  but  excluded  by  Schulz  and  Scholz,  namely, 
that  the  true  reading  i9  Idoupotra,  not  Ioi/da/a ;  and  this  con¬ 
jecture  ha9  been  corroborated,  since  his  time,  by  the  dis¬ 
covery  of  those  twro  names  having  been  actually  confounded 
in  manuscript.  Thus,  in  Mark,  iii.  7,  where  the  texts  gene¬ 
rally  read,  a tro  rrjg  TaXiXaiag — xai  rqg  Iooda/ag ,  tile  uncial  MS. 
G.  of  Wetstein,  reads,  arro  r^g  TaKiXcuag' — xui  ri js  ldov/Maictg. 
As  the  consonants  m  and  n  are  very  commonly  omitted,  for 
abbreviation,  both  in  Greek  and  Latin  MSS.,  it  is  not  ne¬ 
cessary  to  insist  on  the  facility  of  confounding  lovoaia  and 
i doUdia.  Idumaea  exactly  fits  the  geographical  order: 


296 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  II. 


Parthians,  and  Medes,  and  Elamites  : 
those  who  inhabit  Mesopotamia  and  Idunusa : 

And  Capadocia ,  Pontus ,  and  Asia  (the  province  so  called), 
Phrygia  and  Pampkylia  : 

Egypt,  and  the  parts  of  Lybia  about  Cyrene : 

Strangers  from  Rome  ;  &c. 

It  is  observable,  that  European  Greece  is  not  comprised 
in  this  catalogue. 

Ver.  14.  mocking  together.']  bia^Xeua^ovreg : — This  is  the 
reading  of  the  two  most  ancient  MSS.,  Vat.  and  Ephr .,  and 
of  the  two  next  in  antiquity,  lieza  and  Alex.;  also  of  several 
later  copies.  Dr.  Bloomfield  says,  “  for  yXiva £ovrtg  (of  the 
“  received  text),  a,  few  ancient  MSS.,  and  some  fathers,  have 
“  ha%\.,  which  is  received  by  almost  every  editor,  from 
“  Griesbach  downwards,  but  without  reason ;  since  it  is 
“  manifestly  an  emendation  of  the  Alexandrian  school." 
The  learned  annotator  must  be  prepared  to  excuse  those 
who  may  suspect,  that  “  almost  every  editor,  from  Griesbach 
“  downwards,"  have  the  reason  on  their  side ;  and  the  above 
authorities  demonstrate  that  they  have  it.  If,  as  I  have  else¬ 
where  had  occasion  to  observe  (p.  189),  the  learned  critic 
could  produce  a  copy  more  ancient  than  the  four  uncial  MSS. 
which  I  have  cited,  which  copy  shall  have  xXevugovreg,  he 
might  then  be  warranted  to  pronounce  biayf..  an  emendation 
of  the  text  of  that  earlier  copy ;  but,  as  he  is  not  able  to  do 
so,  he  is  not  warranted  in  first  assuming  y\.  to  be  a  more 
ancient  reading,  and  then  pronouncing  the  most  ancient 
reading  that  we  possess,  to  be  an  alteration  of  that  assumed 
reading:  not  criticism  only,  but  plain  reason,  will  refuse 
this  license :  ha,  has  great  force  in  this  compound,  as  in 
ha.fMagrugoy.ai,  Luke,  xvi.  28,  Acts,  x.  43.  Its  lapse  from  the 
junior  copies  is  referrible  to  an  obvious  cause,  of  which  we 
have  experience  in  other  cases ;  namely,  its  liability  to  be 
confounded,  in  the  undivided  uncial  MSS.,  with  the  be  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  it.  The  different  nations,  here  specified, 
understood  the  words  of  the  apostles  speaking  in  their  several 
tongues,  and  wondered  at  their  skill :  eregoi,  4  others ,’  native 
J  ews  who  did  not  understand  them,  ‘  ‘  mocked  among  them - 
“  selves ,”  bta,  like  the  vulgar  in  all  countries,  on  hearing 
what  to  them  appears  an  unintelligible  jargon. 
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Verse  24.  hands  of  Gentiles.']  avo,u.m: — a vo/moi,  is  plainly 
to  be  understood  here,  in  the  same  sense  as  in  1  Cor.  ix.  21, 
22,  and  as  aw/wi/g,  in  Rom.  ii.  13,  which  St.  Paul  immediately 
explains  by,  ra  e9vr,.  So  that  avopwv,  in  this  place,  is  equiva¬ 
lent  to  rotg  t&vteiy  in  Matt.  xx.  3 ;  Mark,  xii.  3 ;  Luke,  xviii. 
32 :  and  should  be  so  rendered.  Not  44  wicked  hands as 
our  revisers  have  partially  retained  from  Wiclif’s  44  hondis 
44  of  wickede  men which,  though  a  true  rendering  of  the 
Latin,  44  inanus  iniquorumf  is  not  a  true  rendering  of  the 
meaning  of  the  Greek,  ya^og  avopuv,  in  this  place;  which 
literally  expresses,  u  those  not  subject  to  the  Law:"  a  peri¬ 
phrasis,  which  it  is  best  to  reduce  here  to  the  single  and 
familiar  term,  4  Gentiles. *  St.  Luke’s  text,  in  c.  xxiv.  7,  has, 
indeed,  a,aagruXa>v;  but  this  is  rather  to  be  understood,  gene¬ 
rally,  as  comprehending  the  4  chief  priests  and  scribes as  in 
Matt.  xx.  2  and  3. 

Ver.  44.  all  who  held  the  same  belief.]  oi  irnrreutravreg  tig 
to  auro,  eryov  urravru  xoiv a:  —  this  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat. 
MS. ;  the  later  copies  have  inserted  v\<s av  after  tfierevtavreg, 
supposing  that  e/g  ro  auro  necessarily  implied  place ;  which 
obliged  them  to  introduce  xui  before  uyov.  But  we  are  to 
understand  gjj.aa  (n jg  rtianug,  Rom.  x.  9).  So,  again,  in 
1  Cor.  i.  10,  St.  Paul  says,  44  I  beseech  you  —  that  ye  all 
44  speak  the  same  word  —  iv a  ro  auro  Xey^re  xavreg"  (i.  e.  ac¬ 
knowledge  the  same  doctrine  (gTj/xa);  and,  that  there  be  no 
divisions  (ffyjo/Aara)  among  you  (i.  e.  divisions  or  diversities 
of  doctrine). 

Ver.  47.  those  that  were  saved.]  rovg  ooj^o/ztvoug : — The 
Latin  correctly  translates,  4  qui  salvi  fierent /  which  Wiclif 
as  correctly  renders,  4  that  weren  maad  saaf .*  Our  revisers 
have  obscured  the  sense  by  altering  to,  4  such  as  should  be 
4  saved;’  though  it  is  probable,  that  they  meant  to  convey 
the  same  sense  as  in  our  modern  phrase,  44  those  that  would 
44  be  saved.”  Wet  stein  well  refers  roug  <fu<?o'j,tvovg  to  — 
4  save  yourselves ,’  & c.,  ver.  40. 
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Ver.  1.  the  last  hour  of  prayer.]  The  Vatican  MS.  alone 
reads,  vearyv — *  last ;  this  reading  is,  therefore,  not  noticed 
by  Wetstein,  who  wa9  very  partially  acquainted  with  the 
readings  of  that  MS.  The  ninth  was  the  last  hour  of  prayer  : 
44  orationes  fere  hora  nona  concludat” — (Tertull.  adv . 
Psych,  c.  2.)  In  ver.  3  of  the  following  chapter,  it  is  stated, 
nv  ya,$  Etfirsga  ‘  for  it  was  now  evening .*  The  priority  of 
the  Vat.  MS.  adds  great  weight  to  this  reading.  Eustatheus 
(tom.  i.  p.  229)  says,  nveg  xai  ano  rou  vectro g  xara  fieradzeiv 
erufioXoyouaiv  auro  (eva rog)‘  c^edov  yag  vearog  eonv,  7\yovv  eff%ccrog, 
0  eva rog ;  and  that  it  should  be  written  with  only  one  v,  from 
ema,  as  reragrog  is  written  with  only  one  r,  from  rerrag a.  It 
is  probable,  therefore,  that  vea rog  has  been  changed  to  evccrog 
in  the  course  of  transcription,  either  through  inadvertency, 
or,  paraphrastically,  with  a  view  to  define  the  hour  to  the 
reader.  The  import  is  the  same  with  either  reading. 

Ver.  11.  And  as  he  kept  close  to  Peter  and  John.] 
xgarouvTog  8e  aurou : — So  the  Vat.  and  all  other  most  ancient 
MSS.  and  versions ;  except  the  vitiated  MS.  D,  which  has 
substituted,  for  avrou,  the  words,  rou  lakvrog  xjuXou ;  an  ampli¬ 
fication  which  has  been  adopted  by  the  Const,  and  received 
texts. 

Ver.  20.  before  manifested  to  you.]  rr^oxe^ei^iafievov :  — 
there  is  no  reading  in  the  whole  sacred  text  more  securely 
confirmed  by  testimony  than  this,  against  the  received  reading, 
rr%oxexTi£\jy(Levov — 4  before  preached’  (See  Wetstein,  Birch,  and 
Scholz.)  The  apostle,  speaking  of  the  second  or  future 
coming  of  our  Lord,  44  whom  the  heavens  must  receive” 
until  that  great  event  shall  take  place,  says,  that  he  had 
been  n^oxeye^iSiLevog  Ifitv ;  (literally),  4 previously  or  already  led 
4  out  to  you  by  the  hand /  that  is,  exhibited  to  your  sight ;  a9 
when  Pilate  exhibited  our  Lord  to  the  eyes  of  the  Jewish 
multitude,  saying,  ibou  a yu  v/tiv  aurov ,  iva  yvcore,  &c.  — 4  Behold, 
4  I  bring  him  out  to  you,  &c.’  So  was  our  blessed  Lord  ago- 
xeyeizHSfj.evog  to  the  same  people,  previously  to  his  retiring  from 
the  visible  world,  until  his  return  for  judgment.  The  junior, 
or  received  reading,  falls  far  short  of  the  meaning  of  the 
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original  text,  since  it  only  implies,  that  our  Lord  had  been 
‘  before  -proclaimed ;  whereas,  the  latter  expresses  the  fact, 
that  he  had  already  been  manifested ,  and  exposed  to  their 
notice  and  observation. 

Ver.  21.  the  establishing  of  all  the  things.]  aToxara<wa<r/s, 
•reXeiwtf/s — ‘  completion ,  consummation  * — Hesychius  :  where 
Alberti  observes,  “Act.  iii.  21,  Beza,  Erasm.  Vet.  Interp. 
“  rcstitutionis  ;  melius,  consummations ,  perfections ,  et  Act. 
“  i.  C,  et  Job.  viii.  G.”  The  context  shews,  that  this  is  the 
meaning  of  a.xoxa.ru<sra,<jis  in  this  place. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  9.  Since  we  are  questioned.]  u  avaxgi- 

vo/is9a: — “  Si  conditio  rem  certam  indicat,  accipit  u  vim 
“  ainoXoyncw,  causamque  consequential  infert :  —  Ita  inchoat 
“  orationem  b.  Petrus  in  Act.  Apost.  c.  iv.  Comm.  9.  tt  r,/uig 
“  <r.  a. :  ‘  Quandoquidem  de  nobis  hodie  quscstio  instituitur.’  ” 
—  (Hoogeveen  De  Partic.  p.  152,  §  xii.) 

Ver.  27.  in  this  cityJ]  ev  ry  rroXei  ret vrtj*. — So  reads  the 
most  ancient  MS.  ( Vat .),  the  two  uncial  MSS.  Codd.  Claro- 
mont.  and  Augiensis ;  and  the  Cod.  Alex.,  which  last  adds 
irou  after  xoXtt.  So  read,  also,  the  Latin,  both  the  Syriac , 
Copt.,  Armen.,  Ethiop .  versions;  Irenaeus,  Cyril, Tertullian, 
and  other  fathers.  Dr.  Bloomfield,  nevertheless,  “  has  not 
“  ventured "  to  adopt  the  reading  ;  thinking  it  easier  to 
account  for  the  addition  by  the  senior  MSS.,  than  the  omis¬ 
sion  by  the  junior.  Against  this  course  of  criticism,  I  must 
again  respectfully  protest  (p.  295).  There  can  be  no  just 
ground  for  supposing  the  clause  an  addition  in  the  oldest 
copies,  until  a  still  older  copy  can  be  produced  which  has 
not  the  clause.  As  the  fact  stands  for  evidence,  the  junior 
copies  have  clearly  omitted  the  clause ;  and  probably,  because 
it  did  not  form  a  part  of  the  passage  quoted  from  the  Psalms  : 
a  critical  reason,  suitable  to  the  age  which  omitted  it.  We 
cannot  criticise  reversely,  from  the  junior  MSS.  against  the 
oldest ,  with  Matthyci  and  Scholz;  and  it  is  obvious,  from 
common  experience,  that  in  transcribing  from  a  copy,  the 
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mere  copyist  is  more  likely  to  leave  out ,  through  inadver¬ 
tency,  than  to  add.  Of  similar  omissions ,  we  have  already 
seen  abundance. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  31.  on  whom  ye  laid  violent  hands,  and  hanged  him 
on  a  tree.]  6v  u/xeig  6/ ay tigi aa<s Qt,  xge/zaffavrtg  t-rt  £uXo u — “  whom 
“  ye  dispatched  (as  Bloomfield  renders  the  word),  when  ye 
“  had,"  & c.  Compare  C.  x.  39,  ov  ave/Xov ,  y.oT,'ia<s avreg  vzt  ^uXou 
—  “  whom  they  slew,  when  they  had  hanged,"  See.  (See 
Annot.  to  Matt,  xxvii.  50,  and  John,  xix.  37.) 

Ver.  38.  days  of  the  enrolment .]  We  have  seen,  that  only 
one  enrolment  (for  taxation)  has  been  mentioned  by  this 
historian  :  see  Annot.  to  Luke,  c.  ii.  2. 

Ver.  42.  to  suffer  dishonour  for  that  name  (ver.  41.)]  The 
Vat.,  Ephrem ,  Beza ,  and  Alex.,  with  seven  others  of  the  best 
MSS.,  as  also  the  Syriac  and  Coptic  versions,  read  only,  Ixt? 
rou  ovoparoe ;  the  rec.  and  Constant,  texts  have  variously  added 
— aurou — Ir,ffov — rou  lrjffou — Ir,oou  Xgnfrou — rou  Xgiarou — rou  Kvgiou 
I r,<sov  —  rou  Kustov.  Michaelis  observes;  “  We  find  in  eleven 
14  of  the  best  MSS.  um^  rou  ovoparog,  without  any  further 
44  addition  ;  a  phrase  which  signifies,  4  for  the  Name's  sake; 
44  that  is,  in  the  idiom  of  the  Rabbins,  4  for  God's  sake.' 
44  In  our  printed  editions  and  MSS.  we  find  not  less  than 
“  six  additions.  Here  it  must  be  obvious  to  every  one,  that 
44  these  different  readings  are  interpolations  of  different  tran- 
“  scribers.”  ( Introd .  vol.  i.  p.  338.)  Of  these,  Scholz  has 
selected  Jr,cou  for  his  own  new  text,  instead  of  aurou  of  the 
rec.  text;  but  he  does  not  produce  these  various  readings, 
which  are  accurately  given  by  Wetstein,  excepting  the  Vat., 
with  which  he  was  not  acquainted.  See  James,  v.  14. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  8.  full  of  grace.]  yaprog,  which  is  the  reading  of 
the  Vatican  and  most  ancient  MSS.,  is  best  supported  by 
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external  and  internal  evidence.  t  Dr.  Bloomfield  says,  “  we 
“  may  better  account  for  the  change  of  -icrtug  into  yagirog, 
“  than  the  reverse.”  I  must  venture  to  dissent  (with  Gries~ 
bach)  from  the  learned  critic :  c/mw;,  was  mechanically 
suggested  by  cr/<rre/,  immediately  preceding.  The  historian 
is  speaking  with  relation  to  Stephen’s  gift  of  performing 
miracles,  and  therefore,  bwapeug  is  more  likely  to  have  been 
preceded  by  yg-onog  than  by  mereug.  The  learned  annotator, 
also,  computes  his  authorities  by  number ,  without  reference 
to  age  and  character ;  which,  we  have  seen,  is  a  very 
fallacious  standard  for  deciding  on  readings.  (Sec  Preface, 
p.  20,  21,  and  note  2.) 

Ver.  13.  speak  words  against.']  The  Vat.,  Ephr.,  Beza, 
and  Alex.  MSS.,  and  the  most  ancient  versions,  know  not 
the  reading,  ^Xac^ga,  in  this  place,  which  is  a  pleonastic 
supplement  of  a  later  age :  for,  XaXuv  ^ ara  /tarot,  as  the 
first  two  MSS.  read,  and  gjj.aara  XaXm  xara,  as  the  last  two, 
express  the  sense  of  fiXa 


CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  39.  Who  chose  out  for  us.]  The  Vat.  IMS.  alone 
(comp.  Pref.  p.  32,  §  23)  reads,  t^eXs^aro,  not  sSsJaro,  as  the 
common  text.  The  former  reading  is  supported  by  very 
notable  internal  evidence,  not  discerned  by  those  who 
changed  the  reading  to  one  more  general  and  ordinary. 
In  c.  xx.  of  Ezekiel,  God,  in  retracing  his  ancient  dealings 
with  the  Jewish  nation,  declared  that,  after  the  provocations 
of  that  rebellious  people,  “  he  gave  them  statutes  which 
“  were  not  good ,  and  judgments  whereby  they  should  not 
“  live  (v.  25):”  that  is,  statutes  and  judgments  which  had 
no  spiritual  efficacy,  namely,  the  ritual  law.  But,  previously 
to  this,  God  had  given  to  them  statutes  by  which  they 
‘  might  live,'  namely,  his  ten  commandments  (Deut.  iv.  13). 
Those  commandments  God  pronounced  to  the  Israelites  from 
Mount  Sinai,  thus  concluding  them  :  “Ye  shall  walk  in  all 
“  the  ways  which  the  Lord  your  God  hath  commanded  you, 
“  that  yc  may  live."  (Deut.  v.  4-33.)  These,  then,  were  the 
Xcyia  Scuvra  —  the  “  ordinances  of  life,"  alluded  to  by  Stephen 
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in  this  discourse;  and  God  “ selected ”  these — £^Ae£aro,  in 
the  first  instance,  for  the  children  of  Israel. 

Ver.  46.  received  it  from  them.'}  dictdt^ufMivoi : — ‘  suscipi- 
‘  entes Vulg. ;  ‘  tooken Wiclif.  Our  revised  version  renders, 
1  who  came  after  ;*  which  the  revisers  adopted  from  Erasmus’ 
4  qui  successeruntf  for  which  alteration  he  assigns  no  reason. 
Dr.  Bloomfield  correctly  paraphrases,  “  having  received  it ,  as 
“  handed  down  from  their  ancestors which  is  the  true  signi¬ 
fication  of  6/adexpjJ.ai . 

Ver.  59.  calling  on  the  Lord.]  In  the  Greek,  “  calling  on 
“  and  saying,  Lord  Jesus the  English  requires  the  insertion 
of  the  object,  which  wa9  the  “  Lord  Jesus."  We  are,  there¬ 
fore,  not  to  insert  the  word  *  God ,’  with  our  common  version ; 
which  word  it  has  retained  from  Wiclif ’9  c  eloped  God  to 
‘  help.’  The  Latin  is  correct :  ‘  invocantem  et  dicentem ,  Do- 
1  mine  Jesu.' 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  10.  Who  is  called.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads,  ■> 7  xaA&u/xe^ 
(LiyaXt\ ;  so  also  the  Vulgate,  c  quee  vocatur  magna.’  The 
word,  xcc\ovfitv7jt  has  lapsed  from  the  primitive  clause,  in  the 
received  text. 

Ver.  14.  the  apostles  that  were  in  Jerusalem  —  sent  Peter 
and  John.]  amsTuXav ;  1  miserunt.’  This  passage  is  of  great 
historical  importance,  as  it  demonstrates  St.  Peter’s  relative 
position  in  the  primitive  church  ;  and  its  extreme  disparity  to 
that  now  assumed  by  the  Roman  pontiff.  What  would  the 
Romanists  say,  if  a  general  council  were  to  decree,  to  send 
the  Pope,  with  another  prelate,  on  a  missionary  service? 
Our  Lord  himself  testified,  oux  tenv  too  <?re/x- 

^avros  clvtov — 4  he  who  is  sent,  is  not  greater  than  he  who  sent 
‘  him ’  (John,  xiii.  16):  St.  Peter,  therefore,  by  our  Lord’s 
testimony,  was  not  superior  to  those  by  whom  he  was  sent. 

Ver.  37  of  the  common  text,  is  unknown  to  all  the  most 
ancient  texts  and  versions,  as  may  be  seen  in  Wetstein  and 
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Bircli,  and  is  rejected  even  by  Matihan  and  Schulz.  Bloom- 
Held  and  Burton  admit  it  into  their  texts,  but  notice  its 
doubtfulness.  It  is  one  of  the  spurious  amplifications  signi¬ 
fied  in  the  Preface,  p.  34. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

Ver.  5  and  6.]  The  portions  of  these  verses  in  the  com¬ 
mon  text,  which  are  omitted  in  this  Revision,  are  not  in  any 
of  the  ancient  authorities ;  and  are  also  omitted  by  Matthsei 
and  Scholz.  Michael  is  affirms  ( Introd .  vol.  ii.  p.  271),  that 
“  Erasmus  interpolated  them  from  the  Latin  but,  this  does 
not  appear:  Erasmus  says,  “  In  plerisque  Greeds  codd.  non 
“  additur  hoc  /oco— sed  aliquanto  inferiust  cum  narratur 
“  hsec  res.  Neque  raro  contingit,  ut  scriba  doctulus  aliunde 
“  addit  aliquid  in  9patiis,  quod  post  alius  indoctior  referat 
“  in  contextual.”  It  is  more  probable,  that  Erasmus  found 
the  passage  in  one  of  his  junior  Greek  copies,  and  inserted 
it  in  his  text  to  correspond  with  the  Latin. 

Ver.  20.  preached  Jesus  —  that  he  is  the  Son  of  God.]  The 
Vatican ,  and  the  ancient  MSS.  and  versions,  read  Itj sow  ;  the 
received  Const,  text  reads  Xg/<rrov;  bearing  testimony  within 
themselves,  the  former  of  their  genuineness,  the  latter  of 
its  vitiation.  The  great  object  of  the  apostles  was  to  pro¬ 
claim,  that  the  man  Jesus  was  the  Christ ,  the  Son  of  God. 
(See  ch.  v.  43.)  Michaelis  asserts  too  much,  when  he  affirms, 
“  that  in  the  time  of  the  apostles,  the  word  Christ  was  never 
“  used  as  the  proper  name  of  a  person,  but  as  an  epithet 
“  expressive  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus  for,  Pilate  designates 
our  Lord,  popularly,  ‘  Jesus ,  who  is  called  Christ.' 


CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  31.  Four  days  ago  from  this  time ,  I  was  praying  in 
my  house  at  the  ninth  hour .]  The  most  ancient  MSS.  and 
versions  have  not  the  words,  v7j<rreuwv,  xat —  ‘ fasting ,  and; 
nor  was  it  probable,  that  a  Roman  centurion  should  have 
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used  that  practice,  which  was  foreign  to  his  native  notions  of 
religion,  although  ‘ prayer  ’  was  congenial  with  them.  The 
Greek  phrase  here  used  by  Cornelius,  4  from  four  days  ago  to 
1  this  time,  differs  from  our  phrase,  1  four  days  ago  from  this 
4  time,’  or  just  four  days  ago ,  in  nothing  but  idiomatic  mode 
of  computation :  is  here  used  in  its  general  sense,  of 

time . 

Ver.  36.  Idboureth  for  justification.']  egyafyfLtvog  dixa/ofyvqv : 
—  (See  Annot.  to  Matt.  iii.  15,  p.  128.)  Dr.  Bloomfield  here 
cites  from  Lycophron,  egyar7jv  8/xtjs,  as  equivalent  to  egya^o/xevoe 
dixaiotsuvw ;  but,  dixaioewT)  has  very  different  significations  in 
the  Gospel  and  in  the  heathen  vocabularies. 

Ver.  37.  this  word]  rov  Xoyov :  —  rourov  sub.  44  There  is 
here  a  perplexity  of  construction,”  observes  Dr.  Bloomfield, 
il  which  the  commentators  seek  in  various  ways  to  remove.” 
The  cause  of  that  perplexity  i9,  that  the  commentators  have 
rested  on  the  received ,  or  Constant,  texts,  without  consulting 
the  most  ancient  texts.  The  received  text  reads,  Xoyov 
which  hv  is  totally  unknown  to  the  Vatican ,  Ephrem ,  and 
Alex.  MSS.,  and  the  Coptic  and  Latin  versions;  and  is  no 
other  than  a  transcriptural  repetition  of  the  ov  of  Xoyov  which 
immediately  precedes  it  —  Xoyovov ,  a9  u/uviv  in  Matt,  xxvii.  17. 
(See  Pref.  p.  63.) 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  23.  was  added  to  them.]  The  Vat.  MS.  does  not 
read  ru)  Kygw — to  the  Lord,  which  is  an  italic  insertion , 
but  ends  with  ^offsreOTj  o%\o$  ix.avog :  the  previous  context 
shews,  that  we  are  to  understand  auroi$ — 1  to  them.’ 

Ver.  25.]  it  fell  out  to  them.]  eyevero  cturo/s,  in  the  Vat. 
and  Alex.  MSS. ;  not  aurou$,  as  in  the  received  text,  though 
aurous  is  understood  before  <ruva^7jva< — eysvero  auro/e  (aurous) 
auvayOw at,  1  it  fell  out,  or  happened  to  them,  that  they,’  &c. 

Ib.  and  called  the  disciples  Christians.]  The  historian 
relates  three  things  which  Paul  and  Barnabas  did ,  during 
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their  residence  1  in  Antioch:’  avva^drimi  —  8i8a.^ai — yg^aTia cu: 
1.  they  assembled  with  the  church,  one  whole  year:  2.  they 
taught  a  considerable  multitude  :  and,  3.  they  proclaimed 
or  denominated  the  disciples  Christians,  for  the  first  time. 
These  last  had  been  variously  called,  Nazarenes ,  and  Gali¬ 
leans;  but  Paul  and  Barnabas  overruled  both  those  appella¬ 
tions,  by  assigning  that  of  ‘  Christians in  which  self-imposed 
name  the  church  has  ever  since  exulted.  The  verb  ycij/tartgu, 
as  we  learn  from  Pollux,  signified,  in  an  active  sense,  to 
pronounce ,  proclaim ,  declare ;  and  was  applied  to  the  acts 
of  legates  and  heralds :  oQev  eigr,retif  rui  r.i jpux/,  xc /  rrgtc fie/a 
ygr^an^eiv  (lib.  viii.  §  138).  We  read,  just  before,  that  the 
church  in  Jerusalem  sent  Barnabas  to  Antioch,  to  which 
city  he  brought  Paul ;  where,  “  it  happened  to  them,  that 
“  they  resided  a  whole  year ;  that  they  instructed  a  consi- 
“  derable  multitude ;  and,  that  they  called  the  disciples 
“  Christians ,  for  the  first  time.”  Whether  this  last  was 
their  own  independent  act,  or  was  a  part  of  their  commis¬ 
sion,  is  not  said;  but,  according  to  the  sense  of 
a9  exemplified  by  Pollux  in  the  place  referred  to  (and  at 
§  96),  and  which  applies  to  the  official  capacities  of  Paul 
and  Barnabas,  it  is  most  reasonable  to  understand,  that  the 
denomination  was  imposed  by  them,  in  execution  of  the 
instructions  of  their  mission  from  the  church  in  Jerusalem. 
And  this  is  rendered  the  more  probable,  from  Peter  exhort¬ 
ing  his  flock,  to  glorify  God  in  the  name  of  u  Christian ” 
(1  Ep.  iv.  16).  It  is  true,  that  was  also  used  in  a 

passive  or  reflective  sense ;  but,  the  phrase,  cyevero  avroig 
(avroug)  yjgniLaTtGat,  shews  that  it  is  to  be  taken  here  in  an 
active  sense,  of  which  roug  fia&nTag  is  the  subject.  It  is  not 
likely  that  the  church  would  have  accepted  a  denomination 
from  aliens. 

Ver.  27.  over  the  whole  land.]  up  o\t)v  ttjv  o/xou/^cvtjv  :  Our 
version  renders  these  words,  *  throughout  all  the  world;' 
thu9  leaving  uncorrected  Wiclif  s  erroneous  translation  from 
the  Latin  —  ‘  comynge  in  al  the  world.'  The  Latin  renders, 
‘  in  universo  orhe  ter r arum. ’  That  o/xou//o?j  did  not  here 
mean  1  all  the  world  *  nor  even  1  all  the  earth but  only 
the  land  of  Judea ,  is  manifest  from  the  next  verse,  which 
relates;  that  the  Christians  of  the  adjoining  countries  made 
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a  contribution,  “  for  the  relief  of  the  brethren  who  dwelt  in 
“  Judea.”  Had  the  famine  been  universal ,  such  benevolence 
could  not  have  been  exercised. 


CHAPTER  XII. 

Ver.  4.  After  the  Passover.']  ptra.  to  ‘raeya: — What  in¬ 
duced  our  revisers,  in  this  solitary  instance,  to  adopt  the 
name  of  the  Christian  festival,  ‘ Easter ,’  to  express  the  Jewish 
Passover ;  when  Wiclif  had  consistently  rendered  u pash;” 
I  am  quite  unable  to  conjecture. 

Ver.  25.  at  Jerusalem.]  tig  Ie^outfaX^u. : — So  reads  the 
Vat.  MS.  The  verse  has  been  variously  tortured  to  force 
an  interpretation  upon  it.  Some  copies  read  some  a <ro, 
others  tig  Avnoyttav.  The  rec.  text  reads  eg.  The  order,  is 
this :  Ba£va/3ag  dt  xai  SauXog,  TX^wtfamg  TTjV  diaxoviav  tig  Iegou- 
sa.'kiyj,,  uTtffrge^pav,  x.  r.  X. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  20.  he  distributed  to  them ,  $*c.]  The  Vat.  MS.  1209, 
and  others  of  the  best  Vat.  MSS.,  read  xarexX^ovof^riuev.  It 
is  the  reading  of  other  most  ancient  MSS.  (see  Wetstein). 
The  change  has,  therefore,  been  from  that  reading,  to  the 
xctrax\ri£obor7i<stv  of  the  Const,  text,  and  not  the  reverse. 

Ver.  20,  21.]  The  Vat.y  JEphrem ,  and  Alex.  MSS.,  thus 
read  these  verse9  :  xaOtXcov  tOvy  Wra  tv  yt J  Xavaav,  xa rtxXqgovo- 
fjj7\(Stv  rr\v  yqv  aurvv  ug  trust  rtrgctxotSioig  xat  tftvrrixovra.  Ka /  iitra. 
rctura  tduxe  xgirag  tug  2a fLouqX  ^oip^Tov.  Dr.  Bloomfield  judi¬ 
ciously  observes,  on  the  common  reading,  “  We  should  take 
“  the  words  (with  Mr.  Townsend)  to  mean,  ‘  And  after  these 
4  things,  which  lasted  about  the  space  of  four  hundred  and 
4  fifty  years,  he  gave  them  judges,  until  Samuel  the  prophet/ 
This,  we  see,  as  to  the  general  matter,  is  precisely  what  the 
three  most  ancient  MSS.  actually  do  say ;  but,  which  is  not 
said  in  the  rec.  or  Const,  text.  It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  in 
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some  later  MS.,  the  clause  ug  tr tat,  &c.  had  been  omitted  in 
transcription,  and  written  in  the  margin ;  but  was  afterwards 
introduced,  by  a  subsequent  copyist,  into  a  wrong  place. 

A  case  so  evident,  was  calculated  to  demonstrate  to  the 
learned  Scholz  the  comparative  authorities  of  his  two  families 
of  texts. 

Ver.  43.  And  when  they  went  out,  they  desired]  The 
Vat.  and  all  the  most  ancient  MSS.  read  thus :  tgiovTuv  8e 
ccutuiVj  tig  to  fitra^v  act(3(3ar<»v  jj^/ouh  XaX»j0jjva/  a uroig  ra  g7)ft,ara 
ra vra,  with  the  exception,  that  the  Vat.  alone  reads  tj^/ouv, 
for  Ta%t?.a\ojv.  The  Const,  texts  have  added  the  following 
“  Italic  insertions ,”  placed  here  in  parentheses :  t%wvruv  6e 
(sx  Trig  auvayuyjjg  rcuv  lou&aiwv)  TagtxaXou v  (ra  t&vr\)  tig  to  fi.  a.  X. 
a.  r.  g.  r.  These  suppletory  insertions,  from  being  made  in 
the  same  character  as  the  original,  are  not  distinguishable  to 
the  eye  from  the  original  text;  but  they  are,  now,  clearly 
distinguishable  to  the  critical  discernment.  (Pref.  p.  34.) 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

Ver.  11.  They  called  Paul  Hermes.']  See  Preface ,  p.  9, 
where  it  was  pointed  out,  that  the  rendering  'E^g  by 
‘  Mercurius  ’  in  our  version,  has  stamped  on  that  version  an 
evidence  of  its  original  derivation  from  the  Latin.  But,  this 
is  not  the  only  objection  to  the  translation ;  “  they  called 
“  him  *E ipm  (say9  the  historian)  because  he  tooli  the  lead  in 
il  discourse  ” — tmihri  aurog  rjv  6  iiyo-jfitvog  too  Xoyou.  This  cha¬ 
racter,  though  intelligible  with  relation  to  the  Greek  Hermes , 
is  not  equally  so  with  relation  to  the  Latin  Mercurius ;  for, 
though  we  early  learn  the  “  Mercuri ,  facunde  nepos  Atlantis 
yet  the  chief  characters  attached  to  the  Latin  Mercury  by  our 
classical  tuition,  are  volatility  and  even  roguery ,  whereas,  to 
the  Greek  Hermes  we  as  habitually  attach  the  grave  office 
of  interpreter :  hence  the  tg/j,rivvjo/j,svogi  familiar  in  the  New 
Scriptures.  But,  it  will  naturally  be  asked,  If  the  Latin 
‘  Mercurius  9  is  to  be  changed  to  the  Greek  ‘  Hermes ,’  why 
should  we  retain  the  1  Jupiter  9  of  the  Latin  ?  I  may  not, 
perhaps,  thoroughly  satisfy  my  reader  by  my  answer,  which 
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is  this :  The  Greek  ‘  Zeus '  would  convey  no  idea  to  the 
ordinary  and  untutored  English  reader;  whereas,  it  would 
be  difficult  to  find  any  individual  so  ignorant  as  not  to  know, 
that  the  name  Jupiter  denoted  the  chief  of  the  heathen  gods  ; 
and,  Jupiter  is,  in  fact,  no  other  than  a  dialectical  enuncia¬ 
tion  of  Zey 


CHAPTER  XV. 

Ver.  18  of  the  common  text,  has  sustained  numerous  and 
various  alterations  in  the  course  of  transcription,  as  may  be 
seen  in  Wetstein,  Birch,  and  Scholz ;  but,  in  the  two  most 
ancient  MSS.,  the  Vat.  and  the  JEphrem ,  and  in  several 
others,  as  also  in  the  Copt,  and  Armen,  versions,  the  verse 
does  not  exist.  It  contains  an  undeniable  proposition ;  but 
it  does  not,  from  that  circumstance  alone,  acquire  any  claim 
to  hold  a  place  in  the  body  of  an  indisputable  record.  It  is 
evidently  an  interruptive  intrusion,  and,  as  such,  is  to  be 
rejected  from  the  text.  Those  earliest  copies  read  thus : 
XeyE/  6  K vgiog,  6  noiuv  rccvra  yvuara  a.*  uiuvog. 

Ver.  19.  The  pollutions  of  idols,  both  from  the  fornication, 
&c.]  This  decree  of  the  apostolical  Council  was  solely  designed 
to  resolve  the  question  proposed  to  it — “  Whether,  and  how 
“  far,  the  Gentile  converts  should  observe  the  law  of  Moses, 
“  in  compliance  with  the  requisition  of  the  Judaising  Christ- 
“  ians?”  Consequently,  to  press  any  thing  into  the  answer 
which  does  not  relate  to  the  question  proposed,  is  false 
criticism,  and  false  interpretation.  The  Council,  in  its  reply, 
confines  its  prohibitory  injunctions  to  such  parts  of  the  Mosaic 
Law  as  respected  idolatry ,  either  in  act  or  circumstance; 
in  order  to  prevent  any  relapse,  on  the  part  of  the  heathen 
converts.  The  li  pollutions  f  are  the  accompanying  circum¬ 
stances,  the  “ fornication ,”  is  the  consummating  act,  of  idol¬ 
atry.  That  act  was  formally  designated  in  the  Hebrew  Scrip¬ 
tures,  * fornication * — <zogveictf  and  ‘  adultery’ — ^o/^E/a  ;  the 
first,  as  considered  in  itself;  the  second,  as  considered  with 
relation  to  God.  The  former  word,  has  been  differently  ren¬ 
dered  by  the  translators  of  different  portions  of  our  Bible  :  in 


Chav.  XV. 


ACTS. 


3UU 


the  Old  Scriptures,  it  has  been  generally  rendered,  4  whore- 
4  dom;  in  the  New,  ‘  fornication  *  (see  Rev.  ii.  15,  22).  All 
these  terms  are  united  in  Ezekiel,  xvi.  To  separate  nogvei a 
from  this  subject,  and  to  interpret  it  in  its  ordinary  moral 
sense,  is  to  imply  a  license  of,  or  connivance  at,  neglect  of 
the  other  moral  commandments  of  the  law  :  it  is,  to  make  the 
Council  say,  ‘  If  you  abstain  from  idolatry ,  and  from  carnal 
4  fornication,  ye  will  do  well ;  and  we  shall  lay  no  greater 
4  burden  upon  you'  This,  would  be  not  less  an  absurd,  than 
a  false  exposition.  And  this  result  would  not  be  avoided,  but 
confirmed,  by  the  extraordinary  hypothesis,  4  that  the  moral 
4  commandments  of  the  Pentateuch  were  imposed  on  the  Gen- 
‘  tiles  only  by  degrees ;  for,  such  can  be  the  only  meaning  of 
the  position,  4  that  fornication  is  mixed  up  in  the  decree,  to 
4  the  exclusion  of  every  other  moral  offence,  because  4  the 
1  precepts  of  the  Pentateuch  were  abrogated  only  by  degrees' 
Michaelis’s  preposterous  conceit,  that  <ro%mu  here  signifies  a 
4  cook's  shop /  is  thoroughly  destroyed  by  his  learned  trans¬ 
lator  ;  though  that  right  reverend  critic  has  himself  entirely 
failed  in  establishing  his  hypothesis,  just  recited.  ( Introcl. 
vol.  i.  p.  190, 450.)  We  have  no  testimony  of  a  gradual  abro¬ 
gation  of  the  moral  precepts  of  the  Pentateuch ;  on  the  con¬ 
trary,  St.  Paul  expressly  pronounces,  that  all  its  ordinances 
(which  were  not  incorporated  into  the  Gospel),  44  Christ  took 
“  away  at  his  death,  nailing  them,  as  it  were}  to  his  cross” 
(Col.  ii.  14);  but  left  all  the  others,  in  full  and  equal  force. 

Ver,  20.  read  in  the  synagogues  every  Sabbath-day.] 
From  this  period,  we  may  date  the  origin  of  the  4  New 
4  Scriptures .'  St.  James  suggested  to  the  First  Council  of  the 
church,  that,  as  the  Law  of  Moses  wa9  read  in  the  syna¬ 
gogues  every  Sabbath-day,  so  the  first  Law  formally  enacted 
in  the  Christian  church,  should  be  read  in  the  Christian 
congregations.  As  the  former  readings  became  gradually 
enlarged  by  the  accession  of  the  writings  of  the  prophets 
(Luke,  iv.  17),  so  did  the  latter,  by  the  writings  of  the 
apostles.  Of  this  we  find  the  first  evidence  in  St.  Paul's 
Epistle  to  the  Colossians,  in  which  he  enjoins  the  reading  of 
his  Epistle  in  the  churches  of  Asia  Minor.  And  this  renders 
it  probable,  that  when  St.  Peter  unites  the  Epistles  of  that 
apostle  with  4  the  other  Scriptures' — rag  a7J.a;  ygatpag,  these 
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Epistle9  had  acquired  the  denomination  of  ui  ygapai,  in  the 
church.  (2  Pet.  iii.  16.) 

Ver.  22.  The  apostles  and  elder-brethren .]  Not,  4  apostles, 
4  elders ,  and  brethren ,’  as  in  our  common  version.  The  Vat., 
Ephr.,  Bez<£ ,  and  Alex.  MSS.  read  uniformly  ‘rnopurigoi 
afoXpo/,  not  rt.  xaj  a.  This  is  the  authoritative  reading ;  and 
it  is  of  importance  to  the  history  of  the  primitive  church,  as 
it  shews  that  the  Council,  then  convened  at  Jerusalem,  con¬ 
sisted  of  two  only,  not  three  orders  of  disciples :  nor  is  it  at 
all  probable,  that  the  general  congregation  of  new  converts 
should  have  been  parties  to  an  act  which,  in  its  nature, 
pertained  exclusively  to  those  who  were  appointed  to  direct 
and  govern  them.  All  notions  of  church  government,  founded 
on  the  received  reading  of  this  text,  are,  therefore,  founded 
on  positive  error.  The  6th  verse  bears  testimony  to  the 
correctness  of  the  reading  of  the  most  ancient  MSS.  in  this 
place,  and  to  the  vitiation  of  the  common  text.  The  xcu  is, 
therefore,  an  interpolation ;  and  the  consequences  to  which 
its  admission  are  calculated  to  lead,  render  it  probable,  that 
its  insertion  was  governed  with  a  view  to  produce  those 
consequences. 

Ver.  28.  Ye  will  do  well.~\  eu  rr§a^re :  Michael  is  ( Introd . 
vol.  i.  p.  278)  considers  this  clause,  44  to  contain  no  command, 
44  but  simply  a  request  to  abstain  from  certain  matters  which 
41  might  be  offensive  to  the  Jews.”  His  learned  annotator 
remarks,  44  This  is  a  refinement  which  seems  to  have  no 
44  foundation,  since  a  request  from  an  apostle  is  equivalent 
44  to  a  command.”  The  gentleness  of  the  term  appears  to 
have  been  employed  by  the  Council,  in  opposition  to  the 
notion  of  severity  expressed  in  St.  Peters  phrase  (ver.  10)  of 
44  laying  a  yoke  on  the  neck  of  the  disciples .”  Dr.  Bloomfield 
sees  in  it  an  encouraging  exhortation  :  14  This  does  not  merely 
44  mean,  4  you  will  do  right /  as  many  commentators  suppose, 
44  but  4  it  shall  be  happy  for  you.’  ”  I  regard  it  rather  as  au 
injunction,  conveyed  in  gentle  terms,  because  addressed  to 
those  who  were  willing  and  ready  to  conform  to  the  judgment 
and  decision  of  the  Council.  It  answers  to  the  yaXcug  rronire 
— 4  ye  do  well,  of  James,  ii.  7. 
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Ver.  32.  to  those  who  had  sent  them.]  egos  rovg  aeo gtuX- 
am tg  aurovg:  This  is  the  reading  of  the  most  ancient  MSS. 
and  versions ;  but  it  ha9  passed,  in  the  Const,  texts,  to  e.  r. 
aeo<rroXou$. 


Ver.  34  of  the  common  text,  is  a  notorious  interpolation  ; 
introduced,  indeed,  with  a  view  to  historical  elucidation,  but 
unknown  to  the  most  ancient  Greek  MSS.,  and  plainly  mark¬ 
ing  a  Latinising  text.  It  is  surprising,  that  Scholz  should 
have  retained  it. 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

Ver.  6-9.]  In  this  passage,  we  have  the  important  record 
of  the  first  intervention  of  the  Divine  Providence  for  directing 
the  light  of  Revelation  into  Europe ;  which  portion  of  the 
earth  God  was  pleased,  in  his  eternal  counsels,  to  select  for 
the  fixed  and  permanent  seat  of  his  Gospel,  when  the  lamps 
should  be  removed  from  the  churches  of  Asia,  and  that  first- 
enlightened  portion  of  the  earth  sink  back  into  its  primitive 
darkness.  The  prohibition  to  proceed  to  Bithynia  was, 
therefore,  only  the  directing  Paul’s  course  into  Europe,  for  the 
great  ends  in  the  Christian  dispensation  which  modern  history 
exposes. 

Ib.  Spirit  of  Jesus.]  to  mtu/w  iq<rou: — So  read  the  Vat., 
Ephr .,  Bez.y  and  Alex.  MSS.;  various  others  of  antiquity; 
and  all  the  most  ancient  versions  (see  Wetstein  and  Birch). 
lt  Nomen  Jesus ,  in  omnibus  novis  bibliis  deletum  invenitur 
“  per  Nestorianos  falsarios ;  ut  claret  ex  bibliis  turn  Latinis 
**  turn  Graecis  ante  schisma ,  et  Scriptis  et  translatis.” — Job. 
Faber  ( Malleus  Hareticorum)  ap.  Wetst.  not. 

Ver.  12.  the  first  city  of  that  part  of  Macedonia ,  which 
is  a  colony .]  xoXwv/a  :  i.  e.  inhabited  by  a  transplanted  Roman 
population,  and  under  a  military  government ;  as  we  see  at 
ver.  20,  where  the  magistrates  are  called  <yrgar> jyo/,  or  army- 
commanders.  Dr.  Bloomfield  has  elaborately  criticised  the 
different  interpretations  of  this  verse,  but  has  not  distinctly 
supplied  another.  The  historian  appears  to  mean,  that  on 
ascending  from  the  sea-coast  at  Neapolis,  towards  Thessa- 
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Ionica,  Philippi  was  the  first  city  on  the  way,  in  which  was  a 
Roman  colony . 

Ver.  13.  we  went  out  of  the  gate  by  the  river.]  rqg  cruX^s 
(not  ffoXews)  is  the  reading  of  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  ver¬ 
sions.  (See  a  similar  various  reading  in  the  Var.  led.  from 
Josephus,  Pref.  p.  59,  and  Heb.  xiii.  12,  13.) 

Ib.  where  we  supposed .]  evopifo, u,ev: — So  the  Vat.,  Ephr., 
and  Alex.  MSS. ;  not  tvo/u^ero,  as  in  the  junior  texts. 

Ib.  there  was  a  prayer -house .]  See  Annot.  to  Luke,  vi.  12. 

Ver.  16.  as  we  were  going  to  the  prayer-house.]  tig  n jv 
^ogev^rrjv : — The  Vat.,  Ephr .,  Alex.,  and  other  MSS.,  read 
rnv  Kg.  Dr.  Bloomfield  justly  observes,  that  this  sense  of 
“  would  require  the  article and  accordingly,  we 
find  the  article,  ?r,v,  in  the  most  ancient  copies  (ABC),  though 
it  has  lapsed  from  the  Const,  or  rec.  texts.  (Birch.  Sciiolz.) 

Ver.  20.  commanders.]  See  Annot.  to  ver.  12. 

Ver.  31.  Believe  on  the  Lord  Jesus,  j  So  read  the  Vat. 
and  Alex.  MSS.,  and  some  of  the  earliest  versions.  To 
believe  on  i  Jesus  *  was  the  great  inculcation  of  the  apostles. 
The  later  copyists  have,  in  numerous  instances,  added  the 
name  Christ  to  Jesus,  and  Jesux  to  Christ,  where  the  sacred 
writers  had  designedly  used  only  one  of  these  names. 


CHAPTER  XVII. 

Ver.  13.  and  practising  on]  xa /  ^asmrtg :  —  So  read  the 
Vat.  1209,  and  367;  the  Alex,  reads,  xat  raga suovTtg;  the 
Bez.,  xui  raaaovreg :  The  Vulgate  reads,  with  the  Alex.,  “  et 
“  turbantes .”  These  authorities  unite  in  proving,  that  the 
rec.  text  has  dropped  two  words  after  <raXeuom$ :  the  agreement 
of  the  two  Vat.  readings,  establish  ‘rgctaaovrtg,  1  practising ,’  or 
‘  working on  the  multitude. 

Ver.  15.  brought  him  to  Athens.]  If  the  ne  quid  nimis 
had  qualified  the  furor  of  classical  enthusiasm  which,  of  late 
years,  has  raged  beyond  legitimate  bounds,  it  must  have  been 
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sensibly  felt  by  all  our  learned  travellers,  that  the  presence 
of  this  great  and  unmatched  philosopher  in  Athens,  and 
afterwards  in  Rome,  was  the  climax  of  intellectual  ascent 
to  those  two  great  and  renowned  cities ;  notwithstanding  the 
retrocessions  which  both  have  since  made.  (See  Annot.  to 
Rom.  i.  21.) 

Ver.  20.  foreign .]  Casaubon,  in  his  Animadversions  on 
Athenceus  (p.  644),  thus  observes,  on  a  passage  of  Aristo¬ 
phanes,  cited  from  that  Greek  writer  by  Dr.  Bloomfield,  in 
his  note  on  this  verse:  4i  In  multis  Grsecise  locis  festum 
“  celebratur  nulli  privatim  deo  sacrum,  sed  in  univcrsum 
<l  omnibus;  Theoxenia  eum  diem  vocant.  Hesych.:  Seagena, 
“  xo/vv  eogrn  *a.<u  ro/g  Seo/g.  Athenis  autem  potissimum  videntur 
“  Theoxenia  celebrata;  nam  inter  propria  reipublicse  illius 
“  instituta  hoc  fuit,  quod  Seovg  gevoug  cole  rent  quam  plurimos. 
“  Hesych.:  Seo/  %evixoi  <raga  A6i ivaiois  rtfLuvrati  inde  ilia  ara 
“  u  ayvatTou  de  qua  Paulus  apostolus  in  Actis.” 

Ver.  23.  much  given  to  divine  worship.']  8ti<n8ai[j,ov£<fregov$ : 

—  Not  u  too  superstitious ,”  as  our  versions  have  expressed 
Wiclif’s  “  veyne  worshiperis .”  Bloomfield  correctly  para¬ 
phrases  this  sentence,  “  more  than  others  attentive  to  religious 
“  matters for,  Pollux,  in  his  section  evoefiovg  y.ai  astfiovg 

—  *  of  the  pious  and  impious ,’  assigns  dtiaidaipuv  to  the  former ; 
and  adds,  6  tv avr/og,  a<Jgog,  atfE/37jg.  It  was,  therefore,  with 
enforcement  of  the  former  favourable  sense,  that  St.  Paul 
applied  the  term  deioibaipovtartgoi  to  his  Athenian  auditors. 

Ver.  26.  and  from  one  {man).]  The  Vat.  and  Alex.  MSS., 
with  other  authorities,  read,  txoir,<fe  r t  t%  bog  vav  tOvos  avdg. ; 
omitting  aJ/^arog,  which  is  an  Italic  insertion. 


CHAPTER  XVIII. 

Ver.  5.  excited  in  his  discourse.]  ru  Xoyw :  —  So  the  Vat. 
and  oldest  MSS. ;  not  ru>  rzvt\j(iam  —  *  in  the  spirit ,’  as  in  the 
junior  and  received  texts. 

Ib.  and  28.  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ.]  The  received  text 
reads  only,  rov  X^erov  iqaouv,  in  v.  5 ;  but,  in  v.  28,  it  reads 
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e/va /  tod  Xgnsrov  Ijjdovv.  The  Vat.  MS^.  367,  1209, 1210,  Vind. 
34,  read  eivai  r .  X.  I.  in  both  places;  which  shews,  that  eirnt 
has  lapsed  from  the  received  text  in  v.  5.  There  are  many 
other  passages,  in  which  won  is  to  be  understood  with  Xgttrov 
lyffovv ;  a  neglect  of  which  ellipsis  has  caused  defective  trans¬ 
lation  in  several  passages. 

Vcr.  21,  of  the  common  text,  contains  a  clause  unknown 
to  the  Vat. 7  Alex. y  and  other  anc,  MSS.  and  versions;  which 
is  rejected  from  this  revision,  as  a  manifest  amplification  by 
the  Const,  copyists. 


CHAPTER  XIX. 

Ver.  5.  baptism  of  repentance  only.']  It  is  apparent,  that 
/xev,  in  this  place,  has  been  an  ancient  misreading,  resulting 
from  an  erroneous  interpretation  of  JTv,  /j,ovov  in  compend, 
as  in  c.  xviii.  25;  supplied  in  a  junior  copy,  but  elliptic  in 
Codd.  Vat.,  JBez.,  and  Alex. 

Ib.  believe  on — Jesus.]  i.  e.  on  the  man  Jesus.  The  Vat. 
MS.  does  not  read  X^srov  lrtoow  in  this  place ;  Xparov  has  been 
unskilfully,  though  piously,  added,  from  not  discriminating 
the  apostle’s  different  employment  of  those  names,  singly  or 
together,  according  to  the  several  objects  and  occasions  of 
his  arguments.  (See  above,  c.  xvi.  31.  Annot.) 

Ver.  18.  confessed  their  sins.]  e %o/j.o\oyov/Asvoi  rag  upagnug 
avrm,  xai  avayy.  : — The  Vat.  MS.  thus  reads,  as  also  the 
Syr.  version. 

Ver.  27.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads  the  last  clause  of  this  verse 
thus :  /xeaXe/  $e  (sc.  ro  /Egev)  xa/  xaQat^ucdui  n js  /ieya\tiorr}Tog  oX?j 
Atrja  xai  oixov/MV)  ixfitrai.  The  Alex,  also  reads,  /aeXXe/,  and 
/xeyaXg/ory/Tog,  but  adds,  avrng  yv  ij ;  which  words,  or,  at  least, 
the  pron.  nv,  appear  to  have  been  omitted  inadvertently  by 
the  writer  of  the  Vat.  copy. 

Ver.  37.  robbers  of  temples.]  hgoovXo-jg :  Vulg.  i  sacri- 
1  legos  ;  Wiclif,  1  sacrilegeris.y  But,  as  our  revisers,  in 
c.  xii.  4,  rendered  crar r%a  by  <  Easter instead  of  ‘  Passover 
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though  it  regarded  the  Jewish  festival;  so  they  have  here 
rendered  /ego — * churches instead  of*  temples *  although  the 
word  related  wholly  to  heathen  edifices. 

Ver.  39.]  The  Vat.  and  some  other  MSS.  read,  cregamgw, 
not  tree/  eregatv. 


CHAPTER  XX. 

Ver.  1.  sent  for,  and  having  exhorted  and  embraced.] 
The  Vat.  MS.  reads  fieravtfL^afLe vog,  where  the  rec.  text  reads 
nooaxciXeaciiLevog  ;  and  adds  rragaxaXeaag  before  aetfctaetfLevog. 

Ver.  13.  by  land .]  See  Annot.  to  Matt.  xiv.  13. 

Ver.  15.  in  the  evening .]  ry  8e  e<mga,  Vat.  MS.,  not  irega. 

Ver.  24.]  The  Vatican,  Ephrem ,  Beza ,  and  Alex.  MSS. 
read  this  verse  as  I  have  given  it :  aXX’  ovSevog  Xoyov  -ro/ou^a/ 
rr,v  -fyvyjfl  ripiciv  efLoevru),  eng  reXe/<ytfw  rov  dgopov  /aov,  xoa  r/jv  d/a- 
xov/av,  &c. :  whatever  is  more  than  this  in  the  received  text, 
must  be  considered  as  “  Italic  insertion 

Ver.  28.  purchased  with  the  blood  of  his  own  Soft.] 
The  Vat.,  and  all  the  most  ancient  MSS.,  the  Coptic  ver¬ 
sion,  and  Irenaeus,  read,  hta  rov  ai/j-arog  rov  idiov — *  with 

*  the  blood  of  his  own — not  as  the  later  copies  have 
changed  the  order,  8ia  rov  i&iov  aifiarog —  *  with  his  own 

*  blood*  As  it  is  St.  Paul  that  is  speaking,  we  can  have 
no  difficulty  in  supplying  the  noun  emphatically  implied  by 
rou  thtov.  In  his  Epistle  to  the  Romans  (c.  viii.  32),  he  says : 
og  ye  rov  ihiov  viou  ovx  e<pet<sarof  aXX’  ucreg  tifiuv  rravrcnv  Tageduxev 
avrov — *  He  who  spared  not  his  own  Son ,  but  delivered  him 
4  up  for  us  all:*  that  is,  purchased  or  acquired  us  by  the 
blood  of  his  own  Son ;  and  so  here,  in  his  address  to  the 
Ephesian  disciples.  In  the  uncial  writing,  the  common 
reading  would  thus  appear,  TOYIAJOY  :  ^  *9  Pr°bable, 
that  it  originally  stood  TOYl-^iOYY^V>  a9  m  R°m* 
viii.  32,  of  the  Alex.  MS. ;  and,  that  the  redundance  of  con¬ 
secutive  vowels  being  mistaken  for  inadvertent  repetition, 
the  sentence  was  curtailed  of  IXIOY>  and  that  word  sub¬ 
sequently  transposed  before  uiparog.  Matthaei  has  retained 
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the  received  reading,  tov  i8iov  cclp.f  but  Scholz  has  duly  restored 
the  most  ancient,  tov  alp.  tov  idiov.  Let  us  ever  keep  in  mind 
the  words,  and,  in  practice,  the  principle,  of  the  learned  La 
Croze,  in  exercising  Scriptural  criticism  :  “  Certe  quod  ad 
“  me  attinet,  pertinax  sum  fidei  Niceenae  et  orthodox*;  at 
“  illi  tuendee,  absit  ut  fraudes  unquam  adhibeam.1 — I  firmly 
i(  adhere ,  indeed ,  to  the  Nicene  and  orthodox  faith ;  but ,  God 
u  forbid  that  I  should  ever  employ  fraud  in  its  defence  !" 

Ver.  30.  from  among  yourselves ,  &c.]  See  Annot.  to  Matt, 
xxiv.  5,  p.  169. 


CHAPTER  XXI. 

Ver.  8.  the  next  day  we  departed  and  came']  rr,  8e  erraupov 
t%e\6ovr£s  7} \6o,<iev : — So  read  all  the  ancient  MSS.  and  ver¬ 
sions.  So,  also,  the  texts  of  Matthsei  and  Scholz.  Later 
copyists,  after  t£t\6ovTts,  inserted  oi  mgi  tov  TiavXov ;  which 
words  our  revisers  adopted  from  the  modern  MSS.  which 
came  first  to  their  knowledge,  and  have  rendered,  4  we  that 
were  of  Paul's  company Wiclif  rendered  simply,  from  the 
Vulgate,  ‘  we  gheden  forth  and  camen  to  Cesarie .’ 

Ver.  15.  We  loaded  our  goods.]  iviexivaeaiMvoi — f  put  our 
‘  goods  upon ;  sc.  the  vehicle  that  was  to  convey  them,  whe¬ 
ther  carriage  or  cattle.  “  eio7}Tai  TO,  iWKSxevaffptva  Ttv  ra  vm£vyia, 
o)ov  £GT£ii)[jiCLTi6ii.tva.”  —  Jul.  PoLLTJX,  lib.  x.  S.  14.  e<r/tfxeua<ra- 
ftivot  being  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  MS.  and  best  ancient 
authorities,  we  need  not  implicate  our  thoughts  in  44  debate 
44  on  the  received  reading,  arrotxtv.,”  which  lias  arisen  solely 
from  the  variations  of  later  copyists.  Dr.  Bloomfield  asks, 
44  Why  anodx.  should  not  mean  to  pack  up  baggage,  as  the 
“  same  verb  signifies,  exonerare  alvum?”  I  apprehend  the 
reason  to  be,  because  to  pack  up  signifies  *  onerare ,’  e<r/< rx. ; 
and  is,  therefore,  the  reverse  of  exonerare,  amox.  When 
Polybius  says  (note  BI.),  am  tt^  umax.,  he  evidently 

means,  removing  baggage  from  a  place  ;  which  implies,  that 
it  had  been  previously  em<rx.,  laden  for  removal.  Matthaei 
reads  emtrx.,  Scholz  amax. 


1  Marsh's  note  240  to  fllichaelia’s  Introd.  vol.  ii.  p.  7G5. 
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Ver.  25.]  In  this  verse,  the  later  copies  have  inserted, 
with  a  view  to  elucidation,  the  clause  (/ajjSey  toioutojv  rqguv 
aurov;,  ei  ^tj),  which  clause  is  unknown  to  the  Vat.  and  Alex . 
MSS.,  and  to  the  earliest  versions;  and  i9  a  needless  philo- 
ponism. 


CHAPTER  XXII. 

Ver.  9.  heard  not  the  speech .]  This  is  the  meaning  of 
<puivv\v  \akovvro<;\  for,  the  simple  which  denotes  only  the 
sound  of  a  voice,  they  did  hear :  see  c.  ix.  7. 

Ver.  14 .foreordained.']  T^oe^i^garo:  not  merely  ‘ chosen 
1  thee/  but  1  hath  before  laid  his  hand  on  thee'  (See  above, 
c.  iii.  20.)  To  this  pre-election  St.  Paul  appeals  (Rom.  ix.  3). 
See  c.  xxvi.  16,  17. 

Ver.  16.  his  name.]  ovopa  avrov:  —  So  the  Vat.  and  anc. 
MSS.  and  versions;  not  row  Kugiov,  which  is  one  of  the  Const. 
supplements. 


CHAPTER  XXIII. 

Ver.  9.  but  what ,  if  a  spirit  or  angel  hath  spoken  to  him  ?] 
This  is  one  of  those  emphatic  interrogations  which  preclude 
reply.  (See  Pref.  pp.  35,  47.)  Accordingly,  in  the  Vat., 
JEphr .,  Alex.,  and  some  other  MSS. ;  in  the  Copt.,  Ethiop ., 
both  the  Syriac ,  and  the  Vulg.  versions,  the  interrogation 
stands  as  it  is  here  given  in  the  English.  But,  the  handlers 
of  the  text  in  a  subsequent  age  have  added,  /*.*?  %eofjja%ufi.sv, 
which  our  version  adopts,  and  renders,  c  let  us  not  fight 
‘  against  God  *  Wiclif  renders,  from  the  Latin,  simply, 
*  What  if  a  Spirit ,  either  an  aungel  spak  to  hymV  Dr. 
Bloomfield  calls  the  above  testimonies  *  very  slender /  It  is 
to  be  presumed,  that  he  again  speaks  with  relation  to  number 
of  testimonies ;  but  we  have  ascertained,  that  the  number  of 
modern  copies  multiplies  evidence  scarcely  more  than  the 
number  of  impressions  of  a  printed  book;  and,  that  a  thou¬ 
sand  copies,  transcribed  from  each  other,  since  the  tenth 
century,  may  be  outweighed  by  one  written  in  the  fifth. 

(Prcf.  p.  26.) 
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Ver.  24.  horses .]  xtjjvjj  :  the  Vulgate  renders  ‘  jumenta* 
whence  Wiclif,  ‘  an  hors As  the  Greek  word  idiomatically 
intends  ‘ horses *  in  this  place,  the  precision  of  our  revisers, 
in  substituting  1  beasts,’  is  misapplied. 


CHAPTER  XXIV. 

Ver.  1.  Some  of  the  elders.]  /Lera  rrgeGfivregw  nvm  : —  So 
read  the  Codd.  Vat.,  Alex.,  St.  Germ.,  and  Vat.  367;  not 
(Lira,  row  as  the  rec.  text. 

Ver.  6,  7,  8,  of  the  received  or  common  text,  from  xat 
xar«  to  a  in  the  Greek,  and  from  ‘  and  would 1  to  *  unto 
*  thee ’  in  the  English,  inclusive,  are  unknown  to  the  most 
ancient  or  Vat.  MS.,  to  the  Ephr.,  Alex.,  and  other  authori¬ 
tative  MSS. ;  to  the  Coptic,  and  the  Latin  versions.  A  more 
thoroughly  convicted  interpolation  occurs  not  in  the  whole 
volume;  and  it  is  surprising  to  observe,  how  much  greater 
anxiety  appears  to  prevail,  to  screen  and  protect  a  received 
text,  though  demonstrated  to  be  vicious,  than  to  recover 
the  purity  of  that  which  is  genuine.  The  whole  passage  is 
retained  by  Scholz. 

Ver.  14.  a  resurrection  both  of  the  just,  &c.]  The  later 
copies  have  here  inserted  vex^ow — ‘  of  the  dead ;  an  amplifi¬ 
cation  unknown  to  the  most  ancient  MSS.,  and  altogether 
superfluous. 

Ver.  22.  that  he  should  be  kept  in  custody.]  The  rec. 
text  here  reads  nauXon,  not  avrov.  Dr.  Bloomfield  observes, 
on  this  passage,  “  I  must  not  omit  to  state,  that  instead  of 
**  rov  IiaiAov,  ten  MSS.,  and  some  inferior  versions,  have  a. vrov, 
u  which  was  preferred  by  Mill  and  Bengel,  and  has  been 
u  edited  by  Grieshach,  Tittman,  and  Vatable ;  but  rashly .” 
Now,  as  we  have  continual  examples,  in  the  later  MSS.,  of 
a  proper  name  being  introduced  in  place  of  a  pronoun,  for 
perspicuity,  but  rarely  in  the  most  ancient;  if  some  copies 
read  with  the  pronoun,  and  others  with  the  proper  name, 
there  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  former  is  the  older 
reading.  (See  above,  p.  34.)  But  let  us  examine  the  present, 
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as  a  critical  case ,  with  some  attention.  The  ten  MSS.  ad¬ 
verted  to,  comprehend  the  Vatican ,  Epkrem ,  Alexandrian , 
E  or  German's,  and  the  Vat.  367,  “  quein  optimis  adnu- 
u  merare  non  dubito,”  say 9  Birch.  The  versions,  here  called 
“  inferior comprehend  the  Latin ,  the  Coptic ,  with  the  old 
Syriac ,  unquestionably  the  most  ancient  versions.  With  this 
determining  mass  of  evidence  for  avrov,  there  appears  more 
of  rashness  in  rejecting  it,  than  in  joining  with  Mill,  Bengel, 
Griesbach,  and  even  Scholz,  in  embracing  it.  We  have  here 
an  apt  exemplification,  of  the  insufficiency  of  mere  €  number  * 
for  establishing  critical  evidence. 

Ib.  to  minister  to  Aim.]  icnjgm/v  aura: — the  amplifica¬ 
tion,  t\  trgoaegxssQaty  *  or  come ,’  is  unknown  to  the  Vat.,  and 
other  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions. 

i 

Ver.  24,  25.]  These  verses,  also,  have  experienced  the 
officiousness  of  philoponists.  The  oldest  copies,  Vat.  and 
Ephrem ,  and  also  the  A  lex.,  read  the  latter  verse,  without 
tatadui,  which  is  an  Italic  insertion  of  the  junior  copyists.  These 
have  also  separated  btaXiyofitvov  from  avrov  which  precedes, 
and  have  joined  it  to  avrov  which  follows.  Whereas,  it  is  plain 
that  we  are  to  read,  t) xoutrev  a vrov  Teg/  T7jg  tig  Xg/tfrov  It\<sovv  ‘xttfrewg 
biaXtyo/ztvov,  as  in  c.  xiv.  9,  rjxovt  rov  UavXov  XaXovvrog.  This 
error  has  caused  a  further  displacement  of  the  sequel,  and 
avrov  bt  to  have  been  inverted.  The  construction  of  the 
passage,  duly  restored,  will  be  thus  :  r/xovatv  avrov  (iiavXov) 
biaXtyo/itvov  Teg/  rqg  martwg  tig  X.  I.,  Teg/  de  btxuioavvqg  avrov 
(XgKfrov),  xai  eyxgart/ag,  xa /  xg/^aroj  rov  ptWovrog.  Kai  tjj,<pof3og 
yevopevog  o  <t>.— 1 u  They  heard  Paul  discoursing  of  faith  towards 
“  Christ,  and  of  His  justification,  dominion,  and  future  judg- 
li  ment.  And  Felix  becoming  terrified our  version  reads, 
‘  Felix  trembled;'  not  as  a  translation  of  wpofiog  of  the  Greek, 
but  of *  tremef actus*  of  the  Latin,  which  Wiclif  had  rendered, 
*  was  maad  tremblynge .*  The  context  shews,  that  Paul’s 
discourse  was  engaged  in  the  articles  of  the  Christian  faith, 
and  in  urging  Christ’s  justification,  his  supreme  power,  and 
his  future  tribunal :  these  were  the  points  of  doctrine  that 
alarmed  Felix.  Of  the  numerous  significations  assigned  to 
eyxgare/a,  those  of  *  ditio,  potentia ,  siqjerioritas,*  are  the  most 
suitable  to  this  place. 
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Ver.  6.  not  more  than  eight  or  ten  days .]  So  reads  the 
Vat.  MS. :  and  as  the  Codd.  Ephrem  and  Alex .  concur  in 
the  same  reading,  and  as  the  phrase  is  common  in  all  lan¬ 
guages,  I  cannot  yield  to  Dr.  Bloomfield’s  criticism  on  the 
passage;  but  am  of  opinion,  that  oxrw  has  lapsed  from  the 
Const,  texts,  in  the  progress  of  transcription. 

Ver.  16.  to  give  up  any  man .]  The  junior  MSS.  add,  ag 
utfoheiav,  which  our  version  renders,  ‘  to  die.'  This  addition 
is  unknown  to  the  senior  MSS. 


CHAPTER  XXVI. 

Ver.  8.  Why  is  it  deemed  incredible  with  you,  &c.  ?]  n 
arncrov  xg/vera/  rrag  v/x/v:- — “  What  outrageous  madness  (ex- 
“  claimed  the  elder  Pliny)  to  suppose,  that  life  can  be 
“renewed  after  death! — Qua>,  malum !  ista  dementia  estf 
“  iterari  vitam  morte ?  (L.  vii.  c.  56.  Ed.  Hardouin.)”  So 
also  thought  Festus;  but,  St.  Paul  throws  the  impetuous  rea- 
soner  back  on  his  own  resources :  ‘  Why  should  it  be  deemed 
‘  incredible  V  To  this  calm  question,  calm  reason  can  offer 
no  adequate  reply. 

Ver.  28.  Art  thou  persuaded ,  &c.  T]  The  fate  of  this  verse 
has  been  very  remarkable.  “  On  the  exact  sense  of  ev  oX/yw 
“  — -yeyeotfa/,”  says  Dr.  Bloomfield,  “  commentators  are  not 
“  agreed.”  This  disagreement  is  not  surprising;  for,  until 
the  two  most  ancient  authorities,  the  Vatican  and  Alex.  MSS., 
had  been  known  and  collated,  no  means  were  within  the 
reach  of  learned  critics  to  rectify  this  passage.  The  Ephrem 
and  Beza  MSS.  are  defective  of  this  part  of  the  chapter,  so 
that  the  two  former  are  the  earliest  surviving  authorities. 
The  common  reading  of  the  Greek  is  this :  ev  oX/yw  fit  rradug 
Xgiar/avov  ytvtcQai :  those  two  most  ancient  texts  read,  with  the 
active  infinitive,  tfoiysai,  instead  of  the  passive  infinitive, 
yevs<r6ai.  To  obtain  the  sense  of  the  clause,  with  this  material 
difference,  we  must  replace  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  copy  in 
the  former  undivided  state  of  the  uncial  writing :  e.  g. 

eNoxircuMeTTeieeicxficTixNONTTOiHCxi. 
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The  clause,  so  replaced,  will  thus  resolve  itself  into  its  com¬ 
ponent  words:  —  tv  oXiyio  (it  KtiOet  a  (tfe)  Xg/tfr/  avov  Kotriaai :  — 
‘  Art  thou  -persuaded ,  thou  wilt  soon  make  me  a  Christian  V — 
St.  Paul  had  pressed  Agrippa  closely,  in  ver.  27  (and,  as 
Dr.  Bloomfield  aptly  says,  “  more  than  he  liked'*),  by  saying, 
“  I  am  persuaded  that  none  of  these  things  are  unknown  to 
“  the  king — ‘  King  Agrippa,  believest  thou  the  prophets?  I 
1  know,  &c/”  To  which  Agrippa  hastily  rejoined  ;  “  Art  thou 
il  persuaded ,”  &c.?  and  immediately  broke  up  the  assembly. 
— TTGBGGIC,  mistaken  for  wtitog,  is  to  be  read,  vetOtt  at; 
as  XOKGIC,  in  Matt.  xxvi.  53,  has  produced  the  two  dif¬ 
ferent  readings,  doxeig  aod  doxtt  aoi.  The  Alex.  MS.  reads 
rreidr},  without  <r  (or  cs),  yet  with  coital ;  but,  the  import  is  the 
same  in  both  MSS. :  KttOei  being  either  the  Attic  form  of  mi6f, 
or  t  written  in  place  of  tj.  (Matth.  Gr.  Gr.  §  197.)  Thus, 
a  reference  to  the  most  ancient  authorities  would  have 
corrected  the  erroneous  and  improbable  rendering  of  our 
common  version  ;  which,  though  a  favourite  text  amongst  us, 
expresses  a  sentiment  that  Agrippa,  if  he  had  entertained  it, 
would  not  have  ventured  to  avow  before  such  an  auditory. 

lb.  soonJ]  tv  o\iyu>: — tv  -roXXw,  vel  o\ryu)  en  beau- 

“  coup,  enpeu  de  temps." — (Viger.  p.  544.) 


CHAPTER  XXVII. 

Ver.  2.  to  the  ports .]  tig  roug  rovovg  : — The  Vat.  and  Alex. 
MSS.  read,  k\uv  tig,  which  last  word  has  lapsed  from  the 
later  copies :  so  that  we  are  not  to  understand,  to  ‘  coast  or 
‘  sail  by,'  but,  to  ‘  sail  to,'  which  renders  ‘  ports  ’  the  true 
meaning  of  roxovg ;  as  ‘  Sidon ,’  in  the  next  verse.  Dr.  Bloom¬ 
field  says,  “  to  improve  the  reading,  others  supplied  tig,  or 
“  fir/;"  but,  as  ug  is  the  reading  of  the  oldest  MS.  (the  Cod. 
Vat.),  and  also  of  the  valuable  Cod.  Vat.  367  (see  above, 
p.  50,  note),  there  is  no  critical  ground  for  assuming,  that 
any  earlier  copies  had  not  tig ;  and,  consequently,  none  for 
assuming,  that  ug  has  been  ‘  supplied /  Comp,  r:\ttv  tig  toko v, 
llev.  xviii.  18. 

Ver.  9.  tlie  JVesteia ,  or  /«$£.]  rr,v  ’Sr^ruav : — Sec  the 
‘  Conclusion ,  p.  505/ 
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Ver.  14.  Euraquilo .]  Of  the  two  readings,  e ugaxvXuv  and 
eugoxXuSwt',  the  former  has  the  testimony  of  the  highest  an¬ 
tiquity.  Bishop  Marsh,  with  Shaw,  and  all  his  other  learned 
predecessors,  thought  it  peculiar  to  XheAlex.  MS.  ;J  but,  it  is 
the  reading  also  of  the  far  more  ancient  Vatican  MS.,  and 
is  witnessed  also  by  Jsrora,  and  the  first  or  Latin  translation. 
The  difficulties  experienced  by  commentators  in  endeavour¬ 
ing  to  settle  the  reading  of  this  word,  has  been  owing  to  a 
pre-assumption,  that  it  is  to  be  interpreted  from  the  Greek ; 
and,  if  any  one  should  attempt  to  explain  <p%ay- 

yeXXocu,  or  xjjwog,  by  the  Greek ,  he  would  find  himself  in  a 
similar  dilemma.  Dr.  Shaw,  objecting  to  the  reading, 
Euraquilo ,  in  his  ‘  Travels ,’  &c.  (p.  360,  fol.),  observes, 
“  As  the  ship  was  of  Alexandria,  sailing  to  Italy,  we  may 
“  suppose  the  mariners  to  have  been  Grecian ;  and  too  well 
“  acquainted  with  the  received  and  vernacular  terms  of  their 
“  occupation  to  admit  of  this  Grceco-Latin ,  or  barbarous 
u  appellation,  as  they  might  think  it.”  But,  it  would  be 
full  as  reasonable  to  suppose,  that  the  mariners  might  have 
been  Egyptian;  or  even  Italian ,  as  the  ship  was  freighted 
for  Italy,  to  supply  that  country  with  corn.  Dr.  Bloomfield 
enforces  Shaw’s  objection  by  observing,  that  “  Euraquilo 
“  would  be  heterogeneously  compounded  of  Greek  and  Latin." 
Now,  this  objection  would  extend  equally  to  prove,  that  no 
windvr&s  denominated  by  the  Latins  ‘  Euroauster,’  for,  A  ulus 
Gellius  (lib.  ii.  c.  22.)  expressly  declares  ‘  Auster’  to  be  a 
Latin  term ;  *  and  yet  we  know,  that  the  S.E.  wind  was 
actually  so  denominated  by  the  Latins.  Besides,  every  reader 
of  Virgil  and  Horace  knows,  that  the  name  Eurus  had 
become  so  thoroughly  naturalised  in  Rome,  as  no  longer  to 
be  regarded  as  a  foreign  name.  The  latter  of  those  learned 
critics  observes,  “  axuXuv  could  not  well  represent  ‘  Aquilo ” 
yet,  if  he  had  referred  to  the  relative  orthographies,  Aquila 
and  AxuXag,  in  Acts,  xviii.  2,  Rom.  xvi.  3,  &c.,  and  had  re¬ 
collected  the  relative  dialectic  terminations,  o  and  uv,  of  the 
two  languages  ( Plato — nxaru/v),  he  would  have  perceived, 
that  ‘  aquilo ’  must  have  been  represented,  in  Greek  ortho¬ 
graphy,  by  axuXwk.  We  cannot  reason  positively  and  accu¬ 
rately  of  winds,  from  the  employment  of  their  names  by  the 


1  Micliaeliu’s  Inlrod.  vol.  ii.  pp.  110,  G20. 


2  “  Latine  Auster t  Greece,  voro$." 
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poets,  because  they  used  them  with  license,  according  to  the 
demands  of  their  metre.  In  Aulus  Gellius,  we  have  a  minute 
enumeration  of  them,  with  their  names  and  quarters,  as 
follows : 

r. 


Pliny  places  ‘  Aquilo ,’  “  inter  Septentrionem  et  exortum 
“  solstitialem.”  (A.  H.  ii.  47.)  Eur aquilo  will  he  still  more 
eastward,  or,  East- JS  or th- East :  the  Eth.  version  paraphrases, 
‘  ventus  aquilonaris' — ‘  a  N.E.  wind.'  E^wcXySw,  of  th  eji/n. 
Greek  texts,  as  also,  tvopyXobw,  f’jroay.r^.'jjv  Copt.,  euear.Xvdtov 
Syr  a  post.,  evgaxuzAwv  Arm.,  wga.y.r,\uv  Sahid.,  will  all,  there¬ 
fore,  have  been  successive  transcriptural  errata.  Dr.  Bloom¬ 
field  thinks  it  “  clear,  that  both  external  and  internal 
“  evidence  unite  in  requiring  the  common  reading,  tvooxXuduv, 
“  to  be  retained ;  and  that  it  was  sometimes  used  as  an 
“  adjective ,  a9  appears  from  the  adjective  eer/J.uSuv,  which  is 
“  used  by  a  later  Greek  writer  ap.  Steph.  Thes.”  We  are 
much  obliged  to  the  learned  annotator  for  drawing  our  atten¬ 
tion  to  this  solitary  word,  which  might  otherwise  have 


324 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  XXVII. 


remained  for  ever  unnoticed.  This  word  is  employed  in  a 
metrical  Chronicle  of  one  of  the  Byzantine  historians,  Con¬ 
stantine  Man  asses,  who  lived  in  the  middle  of  the  twelfth 
century : 

o  Ka/<rag  yag  /Soggaj  ug  ficiPufioag, 

tag  tgr/.\ud uv  aygiog,  ug  8uc-rrvoug  arra»xnag. — p.  104. 

which  lines  are  thus  interpreted  by  Leunclavius:  “  Caesar 
11  autem  adflabat ,  tanquam  graviter  spirans  Aquilo ,  vel  seems 
“  ille  tempestatesque  ciens  Subsolanus 

Leunclavius  has  certainly  assumed  cg/xXvdaw,  here,  to  be 
an  adjective ;  but,  a  little  closer  inspection  will  reveal  to  us, 
that  the  poet  used  it,  not  as  an  adjective,  but  as  a  substantive 
— as  the  proper  name  of  one  of  three  north  and  east  winds 
which  he  specifies,  and,  in  fact,  the  very  wind  mentioned  by 
St.  Luke;  which,  in  the  junior  or  Constantinojwlitan  copies 
of  the  Scriptures,  best  known  to  the  poet,  had  been  changed 
to  evgoxXvbtav ;  and,  in  the  printed  copy  of  his  poem,  to  ig/xXvdw : 

“  For  Caesar  raged,  like  the  deep-roaring  Boreas ; 

Like  the  fierce  Ericlydon;  and  like  the  hard  -  blowing  Aparctias." 

But,  we  have  specially  to  consider,  that  St.  Luke  heard  the 
name  of  the  wind  on  board  an  Alexandrian  ship ;  that  the  two 
oldest  documents  which  record  the  name,  are  Alexandrian ; 
and  that  both  record  the  name  tu^axuXwv  —  *  Euraquilo ;  and 
further,  that  the  technical  language  of  the  conquering 
nation  was  extensively  adopted  in  the  countries  inclosing  the 
Mediterranean,  particularly  in  those  maritime  cities  that  were 
in  most  frequent  and  active  intercourse  with  Rome;  as  was, 
eminently,  Alexandria.  The  whole  context  is  wanting  in 
the  Cod.  Ephr.  from  c.  xxvi.  20,  to  xxvii.  16,  and  in  the 
Cod.  BeztE ,  from  c.  xxii.  to  the  end  of  the  Book. 

Ver.  33.  as  soon  as  it  began  to  be  day  light.  ]  The  Greek 
texts  stand  thus :  a-yjp  5s  ou  yiveo&ou  :  the  Latin 

renders,  1  cum  lux  inciperet  fieri,’  shewing,  that  the  translator 
had  read  not  a %g/,  in  his  original.  Dr.  Bloomfield  says, 
*  a%g/  ou,’  Beza  well  renders,  ‘  interim  dum ,  q.  d.  meanwhile, 
‘  to  pass  the  time  till  daylight’  But,  starving  men,  who  only 
wanted  encouragement  to  eat,  could  not  have  wanted  also  to 
‘  pass  away  the  time  till  daylight,’  for  they  might  have  eaten 
while  it  was  yet  dark ;  and  we  see,  that  as  soon  as  St.  Paul 
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had  spoken  his  few  encouraging  words,  and  had  begun  him¬ 
self  to  eat,  they  immediately  followed  his  example.  Matthau's 
text  (2d  ed.)  has  a oyj  o-j  ;  whether  this  is  an  erratum  for  a ygt, 
or  for  a g%if,  docs  not  appear,  as  he  lias  subjoined  no  observa¬ 
tion  on  the  word,  if  it  be  the  latter,  it  is  very  pertinent,  and 
is  probably  the  true  reading.  The  passage  could  not  have 
meant,  that  St.  Paul  *  exhorted  them  from  a  time  not  specified 
*  until  daylight,  to  do  that  which  they  did  as  soon  as  they 
4  saw  him  do  the  same they  did  not  need  such  long  and 
protracted  exhortation. 

Ib.  four  days  this  day.]  That  the  passengers  should  have 
<  taken  nothing  for  fourteen  days,’  is  a  proposition  well  calcu¬ 
lated  to  rouse  examination  ;  for,  as  no  miraculous  sustenta- 
tion  of  their  lives  is  intimated,  such  abstinence  could  not 
consist  with  life,  in  the  established  order  of  nature.  But,  if 
we  re-examine  the  text,  we  shall  detect  in  it  evidence  of 
defect ;  it  reads,  rt<s<ta%tey.athv/.urriv  oriijjegov  7i/jiS(>av.  Now,  though 
ffij/iegov  is  used  without  an  article  when  it  stands  alone,  yet, 
when  jj/xtga  is  joined  with  it,  the  article  always  accompanies 
i/iuga.  Hence  we  perceive,  that  the  final  rr,v  of  neaa^axatdixarrjv, 
is  no  other  than  the  proper  article  of  npeguv  (ri jv  m/ugov  h/j, 
and,  consequently,  that  the  whole  word  is  a  compound  of 
undivided  uncial  writing;  as  in  Gal.  ii.  1.  It  should,  there¬ 
fore,  be  divided,  and  read,  thus :  nasa^ag,  xa /  5e  xcu  rrtv  etifugtv 
7i/j.egav — ‘  four  days ,  even  this  very  day.’  To  fast  four  days,  is 
within  the  course  of  nature,  and  of  experience ;  to  fast  four¬ 
teen  days,  is  out  of  the  course  of  both.  It  was  on  the  fourteenth 
night  from  their  putting  last  to  sea,  that  this  incident  occurred; 
which  ‘  fourteen  days  ’  embrace  the  ‘  many  days*  mentioned  in 
ver.  20.  The  four  days  of  fasting,  were  the  term  of  ‘  long 
1  abstinence ’  mentioned  in  ver.  21  ;  which  are  thus  found  to 
have  been  the  last  four  days  of  those  fourteen  days.  It  was, 
therefore,  in  the  forenoon  of  the  fifteenth  day,  that  the  pas¬ 
sengers  escaped  to  land. 

Ver.  34.  shall  not  perish.]  The  most  ancient  MSS.  and 
versions  read  acroXe/ra/,  not  rrmnou.  So,  in  his  Gospel,  c.xxi. 
18,  St.  Luke  uses  aco\r,Tui  in  the  same  sense. 

Ver.  37.  And  all  we  in  the  ship  were  about  seventy 
SOm/s.J  7j//,e<?a  a/  craff a/  iv  rui  crXo/w  wg  : — This  is  the 

order  and  reading  of  the  Vat.,  Ephrem,  and  Alex.  MSS., 
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excepting  that  the  Ephrem  has  r^ev,  not  r^ed a.  The  Vat. 
adds  zfibo[Li]MvroL  eg  ;  but  the  two  latter,  diaxot net  e(3doftr{xovra  eg, 
as  in  the  received  texts.  This  difference,  in  the  reading  of 
the  most  ancient  MS.,  calls  for  close  attention  and  investiga¬ 
tion,  in  order  to  ascertain,  whether  the  numbers  in  the  ship 
were  276,  or  76.  Birch,  not  considering  the  paramount  value 
of  his  own  MS.,  and  assuming  Stephens  text  for  the  standard, 
thus  reasons:  “This  is  the  only  MS.  that  omits  biuxoaiai;  which 
“  omission,  I  conceive,  arose  from  this,  that  our  MS.  (Cod. 
“  Vat.)  was  transcribed  from  a  more  ancient  copy,  in  which, 
“  according  to  the  more  ancient  practice,  the  numbers  were 
“  expressed  by  ‘  sig la' — signs  or  letters ;  and,  as  the  sign  of 
“  200  was  C,  and  that  of  70  was  O,  the  C  might  have  been 
“  omitted  through  the  similarity  of  the  two  letters.”  But  as 
the  Vat.  MS.  is  more  ancient  than  any  other  now  existing, 
it  is  best  entitled  to  be  regarded  as  the  standard;  and,  by 
assuming  it  for  such,  we  shall  trace  a  more  direct  and  pro¬ 
bable  cause  for  the  insertion  of  C,  than  Birch  has  supposed 
for  its  omission.  The  uncial  writing  of  the  Vat.  MS.  is, 
COCGSXOMHKONTX  ;  now,  a  mere  repetition  of  the 
final  C  of  CJOC,  according  to  a  very  common  inadvertency, 
before  the  sigl.  O,  would  alone  have  introduced  Biaxoaui  into 
the  copies,  before  efido/tqxovra.  From  the  internal  evidence 
of  the  circumstances  related,  the  smaller  number  is  the  more 
probable.  The  ship  was  a  corn-ship  sailing  from  Egypt  to 
Rome,  which  metropolitan  city  drew  a  large  proportion  of 
its  supply  of  corn  from  Egypt.  Its  accidental  touching  at 
Myra  in  its  voyage,  caused  the  centurion  to  avail  himself  of 
it  for  conveying  himself  and  his  prisoners.  The  crew,  there¬ 
fore,  consisted  of  the  hands  required  for  navigating  the  vessel, 
and  of  the  centurion  with  his  charge.  Of  the  two  numbers, 
276  and  76,  the  latter  appears  the  more  likely  to  have  been 
the  amount  of  persons  on  board.  The  miraculous  preserva¬ 
tion  of  their  lives  is  equally  wonderful,  whether  it  be  the 
smaller  number  or  the  larger.  That  the  word  eg,  in  this 
passage,  is  to  be  taken  as  eg — 1  six,'  is  rendered  more  than 
questionable,  by  us  preceding :  u$  is  prefixed  to  round  num¬ 
bers ,  but  not  to  numbers  defined  by  a  fractional  unit }  It 

1  “  Numeris  fere  particula  (us,  utru)  iisum  praestat  conjecluralem — cum  per 
“  loqiiendi  compendium  verms  numerus  non  exprimitur ,  sed  vero  proximus,  pic - 
“  ruinyue  minor:  commode  itaque  reddiiur  fere." — Hoog.  de  Part.  p.  512. 
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appears  rather  to  have  been  the  compound  preposition  of  the 
following  verb,  In  compound,  ex  adds  the  sense 

of  completeness ;  and  though  the  verb  xogew,  which  signifies 
both  ‘  satio*  and  ‘  verro'  in  the  simple,  when  compounded 
with  ex,  is  only  found  in  the  pure  Greek  writers  to  signify 
‘  everrOy  it  is,  nevertheless,  probable  that  it  was  here  used 
by  an  Hellenistic  writer  to  express  ‘  expleti ;  and  eJ  i9  found 
written  in  the  MSS.  for  ex,  before  a  consonant,  in  verbs 
compounded  with  that  preposition. 

Ver.  38.  they  cast  out  the  cor?*.]  To  preserve  the  im¬ 
portant  cargo  of  provision  which  they  were  bringing  to  the 
metropolis,  they  had,  in  the  first  instance,  thrown  overboard 
the  luggage,  or  baggage,  embarked  in  the  ship :  they  next 
threw  out  the  <txeutj  rov  cXo/ou,  the  ship’s  furniture  and  stores, 
of  which  Pollux  gives  a  list  (lib.  x.  ^  133),  under  the  head, 
vai jrtxa  Mur j.  In  the  last  extremity,  they  were  compelled  to 
sacrifice  the  corn  itself,  and  to  cast  it  into  the  sea,  that  the 
vessel  might  be  kept  floating. 

Ver.  40.  where  the  sea  was  divided.]  totov  6i6aXasffov :  so 
called,  says  the  Scholiast  on  Dion.  Perieg.  lib.  156,  ex 
ainag  rauryg,  rou  xe/<rtJa/  evda  xa /  sv6u  :  not,  “  where  two  seas  met  ” 
by  confluence,  but  where  the  sea  was  divided  by  a  projection 
of  land. 


CHAPTER  XXVIII. 

Ver.  2.  The  natives.]  oi  fiugfiagoi,  means  nothing  more 
than  ‘  the  foreigners  ;  but,  a9  it  is  not  a  little  contradictory, 
and  equally  presumptuous,  to  call  a  people  4  foreigners'  on 
their  own  soil,  the  proper  English  rendering  in  this  place  is, 
1  natives ;  not  4  barbarians .* 

Ver.  16.]  The  clause  of  this  verse,  contained  in  the  com¬ 
mon  text,  but  excluded  from  this  revision,  exists  not  in  the 
most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions. 

Ver.  29,  of  the  common  text,  is  unknown  to  the  most 
ancient  MSS.  and  versions,  and  is,  therefore,  rejected  from 
this  revision. 


ROMANS. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  1.  Separated  for  the  Gospel  of  God.]  apwg^svos : 
Compare  Acts,  xxvi.  16,  17;  Gal.  i.  15;  Rom.  ix.  3. 

Ver.  16.  not  ashamed  of  the  Gospel.]  The  junior  copies 
have  here  superfluously  subjoined  rou  Xgiarov,  which  is  not 
expressed  in  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions. 

Ver.  21.  they  knew  God.]  See  this  position  of  the  apostle 
proved  by  Tertullian,  in  the  annotation  to  Matt.  iii.  15, 
(p.  129).  It  is  also  manifested  in  the  writings  of  Seneca; 
who,  however,  expresses  himself  more  distinctly  than  any 
other  of  the  heathen  philosophers,  with  relation  to  the  being 
and  supreme  government  of  4  Deus — God.’  This  fact  calls 
for  particular  consideration.  Was  there  any  assignable 
cause,  contemporaneous  with  this  philosopher,  which  may 
have  operated  to  produce  that  superior  distinctness  of  appre¬ 
hension  and  expression?  We  know,  that  when  Paul  was 
transported  from  Asia  to  Rome,  Seneca  was  living  in  that 
city ;  that,  for  44  two  whole  years  Paul  dwelt  in  his  own  hired 
44  house,  and  received  all  who  came  to  him;  proclaiming  the 
“  kingdom  of  God ,  and  teaching  the  things  concerning  the 
44  Lord  Jesus  Christ ,  with  all  boldness;  no  one  forbidding 
44  him.”  Can  we  doubt,  that  Seneca  wras  of  the  number  of 
the  curious  who  4  came  to'  visit  such  a  teacher,  during  those 
two  years  ?  If  we  question  it,  the  apocryphal  4  correspondence ’ 
between  them,  transmitted  from  the  earliest  times,  proves 
the  notoriety  of  their  intercourse.  Now,  though  Seneca’s 
mind  might  not  have  received  conviction  in  the  latter  sub¬ 
ject  of  Paul’s  discoursing,  for  which  it  was  not  prepared ;  it 
could  not  fail  to  have  acquired  extension  and  elevation  from 
his  exposition  of  the  former  subject,  for  which  it  was  pre¬ 
pared.  To  the  presence  and  teaching  of  St.  Paul  in  Rome, 
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we  may  therefore  confidently  ascribe  the  superior  elevation 
of  Seneca’s  theism.  (See  Annot.  to  Acts,  xvii.  15.) 

Ver.  29.  malice .]  troevua,  rrov^a,  in  the  received  text,  is  a 
dupl.  led.  conflata ,  originating  in  a  similarity  of  elements, 
and  misapprehension  of  abbreviations.  The  most  ancient 
MSS.  have  only  one  of  those  words:  the  Codd.  Vat.  and 
Alex,  read  only  <ro v^ia ;  the  Clar.  D2.  reads  only  ;  the 
junior  MSS.  have  united  both  readings. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  14.  is  written  in  their  hearts .]  The  law  *'  written  by 
“  God  in  the  hearts  of  all  men"  of  which  St.  Paul  here 
speaks,  is  the  foundation  of  what  has  been  denominated, 
Natural  Religion ,  and  Natural  Theology.  But  it  is  most 
important,  that  those  who  live  within  the  light  of  the  Gospel 
dispensation  should  not  deceive  themselves  with  respect  to 
the  true  extent,  and  power  of  that  natural  religion.  It  is  not 
within  the  sphere  of  revelation  that  its  extent  and  efficacy 
can  be  truly  traced.  This  can  be  only  ascertained,  from  the 
authority  it  exercised  in  the  ages  preceding  the  effusion  of 
that  light,  or  in  countries  on  which  it  has  not  shone.  That 
which  has  called  itself  ‘  Natural  Religion /  or  1  Natural 
‘  Theology /  in  modern  times  and  in  Christian  countries, 
consists,  in  an  eminent  degree,  of  unacknowledged  plagiarisms 
from  the  Revelation  within  whose  sphere  it  has  been  nur¬ 
tured.  By  means  of  those  plagiarisms,  it  adventures  to  place 
itself  in  competition  with  the  light  whose  lustre  it  reflects : 
but,  there  is  one  test  by  which  its  vast  inferiority  will  ever  be 
demonstrable ;  it  has  not  advanced  one  step,  since  the  age  of 
Cicero,  in  fiuding  the  desideratum  pointed  out  by  that  honest 
heathen,  namely,  a  means  of  ablution  capable  of  expunging 
a  ‘  lubes  animi — a  stain  of  the  soul.’  By  that  one  test ,  its 
comparative  value  will  always  be  adducible  to  the  proof. 
(See  Annot.  to  Matt.  iii.  15,  p.  126.) 

Ver.  15.  will  accuse,  or  defend,  them  in  that  day ,  when 
God  will  judge — ]  xuTi\yQ%o\ivruvf  7i  y.ca  uKbkoyo y/XEt'wv  bv  p 
xgwi  6  0eoj:  l(  prcesens  pro  fuluro" — the  present  of  a  future 
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time.  From  not  observing  this  intention  of  the  writer,  the 
whole  context  has  been  encumbered  and  obscured  by  gratui¬ 
tously  assuming  a  long  parenthesis  of  the  verses  13,  1 4,  15, 
of  the  received  or  common  text. 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  5.  who  exerciseth  wrath.']  6  exipgwv  ttjv  ogyriv:  Vulg. 
4  qui  infert  tram Widif, 1  who  hringeth  yn  wraththe.'  Erasm. 
4  qui  inducat  iram.’  Our  revisers  have  rendered,  44  who 
44  taheth  vengeance ,”  which  is  rather  paraphrase  than  trans¬ 
lation. 

Ver.  29.  \%  justified  hy  faith.]  An  unskilful  question  has 
been  raised,  how  this  position  of  St.  Paul  is  to  be  reconciled 
with  that  of  St.  James,  4 faith ,  if  it  have  not  works ,  is  dead' 
The  unskilfulness  consists  in  this;  that  St.  Paul  also  says, 
4  If  I  have  all  faith ,  and  have  not  love ,  it  profitetk  me 
4  nothing Paul,  therefore,  ought  to  be  first  reconciled  with 
himself;  and,  if  he  can  be  so  reconciled,  he  becomes  at  the 
same  time  reconciled  with  James.  It  is  unskilful,  therefore, 
to  rest  the  question,  in  the  first  instance,  on  an  assumed 
opposition  of  the  two  apostles,  and  not  on  an  assumed  self- 
contradiction  of  St.  Paul.  But,  St.  Paul  does  not  contradict 
himself,  and,  therefore,  he  doe9  not  contradict  St.  James. 
He  distinctly  declares  (in  close  accordance  with  James),  that 
the  justifying  faith  of  which  he  speaks,  is  an  active  and 
operative  faith ;  a  faith  in  Christ  that 4  worketk  *• — 4  that  work- 
4  eth  by  a  love  which  fulfils  the  law,  and  yields  a  good  testi- 
4  mony  to  the  conscience  ;  which  last  some  having  thrust  from 
them,  4  have  suffered  shipwreck  of  their  faith.'  From  this 
ground  it  is,  that  he  proceeds  to  his  conclusion  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  verse,  44  that  man  is  justified  by  faith t  apart  from  a 
44  law  of  works”  The  phrase,  e%  igyuv  vo/xou,  found  exclusively 
in  St.  Paul’s  writings,  and  that  only  in  his  Epistles  to  the 
Romans  and  Galatians,  ha9  been  very  generally  misappre¬ 
hended,  and  consequently  misinterpreted,  by  being  translated 
according  to  the  order  and  position  of  the  Greek  words, 
which  stand  in  the  reverse  order  from  that  in  which  they 
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should  be  interpreted  in  English.  They  are  translated,  as  if 
e*  governed  eeyuv,  and  tgyuv  governed  vopov  (i.  c.  works  of 
the  laze);  whereas,  St.  Paul  shews,  at  ver.  28,  that  he 
intends  the  reverse.  He  asks,  8ia  cro/ou  vopov ;  rw  egyuv ;  ou%i, 
aXXa  d/a.  vofcoo  menu; —  ‘  B}'  what  law?  By  a  law  of  works? 
4  No,  but  by  a  law  of  faith.'  And  in  ch.  ix.  31,  he  says, 
that  “  Israel  failed  of  justification,  by  seeking  a  law  ofjusti- 
44  fication,”  oux  ex  menus,  aXX’  ej  eoyuv — 4  not  from  faith,  but 
4  from  works .'  When,  then,  in  Gal.  ii.  16,  he  says,  that 
1  a  man  is  not  justified' — e%  igyuv  t -o/zou,  and  in  iii.  10,  that 
4  all,  ej  egyuv  vo,u.ou,  are  under  the  curse,'  the  order  of  construc¬ 
tion  is,  ex  vo/xoy  tgyuv — ‘  of  a  law  of  works ;  not,  ‘  of  the 
1  works  of  the  law*  “  The  egyuv observes  accurately  Dr. 
Bloomfield,  “  is  prefixed  to  vo fiov,  as  in  a  kindred  passage  of 
“  Rom.  ix.  32,  to  hint  at  the  nature  of  the  law,  as  one  of 
“  works'*  (note  to  Gal.  iii.  2).  Dr.  Macknight  failed  to 
perceive  this  distinction,  and  has  translated  according  to  our 
common  English  version. 

Ver.  32.  Do  we  then  annul? — God  forbid!  but,  we 
establish  the  Law.]  St.  Paul  had  just  shewn,  that  faith  is  the 
root ,  which  alone  can  draw  in  justification ;  but  that,  if  it 
put  not  forth  a  growth  of  obedience,  it  perishes  in  itself,  and 
can  no  longer  imbibe  justification.  Thus,  a  justifying  faith 
implies,  and  comprehends,  the  external  evidence  of  obedience  ; 
and  consequently,  the  establishing  of  such  faith,  is  the  solid 
establishing  of  the  law  of  obedience. 

For,  a  law  can  only  command,  threaten,  and  punish, 
but  cannot  impart  a  principle  of  obedience  to  its  commands. 
Whereas,  Christain  faith  is,  in  its  essence,  an  imparted 
principle  of,  and  impulse  to,  obedience ;  both  to  the  secret 
law  of  conscience,  and  to  the  promulgated  law  of  revelation. 
Instead,  therefore,  of  “  making  void  or  annulling  the  law,” 
it  is  constituted  to  “  establish  ”  its  authority.  If  that  prin¬ 
ciple  operates  to  produce  obedience,  it  is  a  “  living  faith," 
fruitful  of  salvation  ;  if  it  does  not  so  operate,  it  is  a  “  dead 
“faith,”  not  only  unproductive  of  salvation,  but  fearfully 
augmentative  of  condemnation.  There  is  no  mystery,  or 
obscurity,  in  St.  Paul’s  doctrine  of  faith ,  but  what  has  been 
induced  on  it  by  the  presumption  of  man.  (See  Titus,  iii. 
8,  14.) 
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In  this,  and  in  the  preceding  chapter,  St.  Paul  explains 
‘  the  law '  of  which  he  speaks ;  namely,  that  moral  law  of 
God  which  was  promulgated  by  revelation  to  the  Jews,  but 
which  is  “  written  by  God  in  the  hearts  of  all  men,  and  by 
u  him  committed  to  the  administration  of  their  conscience” 
(ch.  ii.  15).  He  tells  us  (Eph.  ii.  8),  that  u  we  are  God’s 
“  workmanship,  created  by  him  for  good  works ,  in  which  he 
“  foreordained  that  we  should  walk:”  as  he  foreordained,  that 
the  vine  should  bring  forth  grapes,  and  the  fig-tree  bring  forth 
figs.  If  all  these  produce  the  fruit  for  which  each  was  severally 
designed  and  created,  the  fruit  is  his  own  purposed  wprk; 
whether  it  be  *  good  works  ’  in  man,  or  grapes ,  or  Jigs,  in  the 
vine  and  the  fig-tree.  But  God  ordained,  that  faith  in  Him 
should  be  the  root  from  whence  alone  the  goodness  of  those 
‘ fruits  or  works'  should  be  supplied.  Now,  faith  in  God, 
under  the  Covenant  of  the  Law,  comprehended  a  prospect 
to  a  future  deliverer ;  and  faith  in  God,  under  the  Gospel 
Covenant,  comprehends  a  retrospect  to  a  past  deliverer. 
Thus  faith,  under  both  Dispensations,  is  essentially  one  and 
the  same ;  and  the  establishing  of  that  faith,  necessarily 
establishes  the  Law  of  which  the  apostle  speaks. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  5.  not  worked  only ,  but  believed.]  Inattention  to 
the  common  ellipsis ,  pom —  only ,  in  this  place,  has  caused 
much  confusion  and  error  of  interpretation  ( Pref p.  86,  and 
note).  We  are  to  understand,  ru>  pij  (povov)  egya£optv<ij,  a XXa. 
mar.  For,  Abraham  is  the  party  here  described,  who  did 
work ;  but,  his  work  was  not  estimated  by  God  in  itself  \  but 
by  the  principle  of  faith  from  which  it  proceeded,  and  which 
it  demonstrated.  And  this  is  also  what  St.  James  enforces, 
when  he  says,  if  his  faith  wrought  with  his  works,  and  by 
“  his  works  his  faith  wax  perfected”  (ch.  ii.  20).  By  overlook¬ 
ing  the  ellipsis ,  and  interpreting  the  words  of  this  clause  as 
expressing  an  absolute  negation,  St.  Paul  and  St.  James  have 
been  made  to  contradict  each  other,  the  first,  to  affirm  that 
Abraham  did  not  work ;  the  second,  to  affirm  that  he  did 
work.  Thus  ha9  man’s  unskilfulness,  disordered  apostolical 
harmony.  Whereas,  St.  Paul,  who  had  to  urge  the  necessity 
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of  faith  on  his  Jewish  converts,  who  were  readily  disposed 
to  set  a  high  value  on  works  per  se ,  found  it  requisite  to 
enforce,  that  “Abraham  not  worked  only,  but  also  believed 
while  St.  James,  who  was  opposing  the  Solifidian  error, 
found  it  as  requisite  to  urge,  that  “  Abraham  not  believed 
“  only,  but  also  worked  the  acts  of  believiny,  and  doing , 
being  correlate  and  essential  parts  of  one  and  the  same  duty. 

Ver.  18.  in  return  for  that  which  he  believed]  or, 
*  in  return  for  his  believing  ' — xarsvavn  ou  evitrew. — The 
apostle  discourses,  throughout  this  chapter,  on  the  retribution 
to  Abraham  for  his  unshaken  belief  in  God.  There  need, 
therefore,  be  no  perplexity  in  the  word  xaremvr/,  which,  like 
the  simple  am,  here  signifies  *  vice  —  in  return  for' 


CHAPTER  V . 

Ver.  11.  the  reconciliation.  ]  rnv  jcara\\a.ynv :  —  “This 
“  noun,”  observes  Macknight,  “  should  not  have  been  trans- 
“  lated  in  this  passage,  atonement ,  but  reconciliation ,  as  it  is 
“  in  all  the  other  passages  where  it  occurs.”  So,  also,  justly 
observes  Dr.  Bloomfield ;  but,  it  is  due  to  our  revisers,  to 
shew  why  they  used  that  word,  which  in  their  age  was 
synonymous  with  reconciliation.  The  word  ‘  atone,'  is  com¬ 
pounded  of  the  words  1  at  one:'  when,  therefore,  they  found 
in  the  Latin  Vulgate,  in  Acts,  vii.  26,  ‘  reconciliabat  eos  in 
pace,’  they  rendered,  “  he  would  have  set  them  *  at  one' 
“  again.”  VViclif  had  rendered,  “  he  accordide  hem  in  pees," 
which  is  nearer  the  Greek,  <fuvr,w<rev  avroug  tig  etgnvw ;  but  the 
former  revisers  (as  in  the  ed.  of  1548)  introduced  the  other 
rendering,  which  our  last  revisers  have  retained.  Thus, 
Shakspear  uses  t  atone,'  for  reconcile ,  agree : 

“  He  and  Aufidius  can  no  more  atone , 

Than  violentest  contrarieties." — Coriol. 

So,  also,  the  noun,  atonement: 

“  He  seeks  to  make  atonement 
Between  the  Duke  of  Glo’ster  and  your  brothers,” 

The  annexation  of  the  senses,  propitiation ,  expiation ,  to 
the  word  atonement ,  appeal’s  to  have  been  of  later  origin. 
(See  Pref.  p.  85,  and  Johnson’s  Diet,  Todd.) 


334 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  VII. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  1.  Let  us  continue .]  The  whole  array  of  ancient 
MSS.  here  read,  eKipzvupev :  not  t-ri/Mvov^ev,  with  the  rec.  and 
Const .  texts ;  which  latter  reading  has  therefore  originated 
in  a  manuscriptural  erratum ,  of  ou  for  <y. 

Ver.  6.  former  manhood.]  6  TaXaios  avtlourzo; : — The  apostle 
uses  the  word  avQgurrog,  both  here  and  in  the  next  chapter, 
ver.  23,  in  au  abstract  sense,  not  in  the  concrete  sense  ex¬ 
pressed  by  the  word  1  man ;  which  last  rendering  is  objection¬ 
able  to  the  reason,  since  he  clearly  intended  manhoodt  or 
human  nature .  (See  Annot.  to  1  Pet.  iii.  3.) 

Ver.  12.  that  ye  should  obey  its  lusts.]  eig  to  o^axovs/v  ra/s 
tKiQvfiicus  a-jrov: — So  read  all  the  MSS.  and  versions  most 
authoritative  from  antiquity:  the  more  recent  copies,  and 
therefore  the  more  numerous ,  have  inserted  aur??  ev — it,  in; 
thus  changing  the  object  of  v-zuxovtiv  in  the  apostle’s  mind, 
under  a  vain  notion  of  improving  the  sentence. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  4.  And  so — ye  also  have  died  to  the  Law ,  &e.]  In 
the  comparison,  addressed  specially  to  his  Jewish  converts, 
which  the  apostle  here  makes,  he  contemplates  man,  in  his 
natural  state,  as  constituting  a  conjugal  union  of  body  and 
soul:  he  supposes  that,  in  baptism,  the  body  dies,  together 
with  all  its  earthly  connexions,  including  that  of  the 
Mosaical  Law ;  thus  leaving  the  soul  dissolved  from  its 
former  union,  and  free  to  contract  a  fresh  union,  namely, 
with  Christ;  as  a  woman,  whose  husband  has  died,  is  war¬ 
ranted  by  the  Law  to  contract  a  second  marriage :  the  body , 
representing  the  first  husband;  the  soul,  the  wife;  and 
Christ ,  the  second  husband.  By  this  figurative  death  of  the 
body  in  baptism,  he  says,  “  we  (Jews)  die  in  that  part  by 
“  which  we  were  held  connected  with  the  Law  (v.  6),  our 
u  surviving  soul  being  left  free  to  serve  in  new  ness  of  spirit.” 
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St.  Augustin’s  confused  misapprehension  of  the  comparison, 
in  which  he  supposed  St.  Paul  to  represent  the  soul  to  die  — 
‘  ipsam  animcim  mori  *l  (i.  e.  to  sin ) — has  thrown  obscurity 
over  a  very  lucid  illustration. 

Ver.  23.  law  of  the  mind .]  tov  voo;:  —  This  is  the  reading 
of  the  Vat.  MS.,  and  is  confirmed  by  the  following  verse ; 
but  it  has  been  changed  to  Seou,  and  also  to  xuoiov,  by  different 
later  copyists. 

Ver.  26.  who  hath  delivered  me .]  These  words,  in  italics , 
express  the  ellipsis  of  the  gratulatory  exclamation  —  vw 
0£w  (tw  guopevcf)  /z,e)  8ia  lyaou  X.  r.  x.  i).  (See  1  Thess.  i.  9,  and 
1  Cor.  xv.  57.)  The  Vat.  MS.  reads,  ya f/$,  not  iuyaonsru),  as 
also  does  the  Cod.  Epkrem.  The  Cod.  Clar.  (D2),  and  St. 
Germ.  (E),  have  added  ^  as  if  it  were  the  apostle’s 

reply  to  his  own  question.  The  Alex.  MS.  is  the  earliest 
ancient  MS.  that  reads  euyaptru,  which  word  has  evidently 
grown  from  a  transcript ural  repetition  of  the  ru  of  ry  Sew, 
with  the  change  of  ^  to  ev.  Michaelis  was  not  fortunate  iu  his 
conjectural  emendation  of  this  verse :  u  it  may  be  asked,” 
he  says,  “  whether  St.  Paul  did  not  write,  eu,  yaps  rw  0s w, 
“  and  design  to  express  the  following  sense:  ‘ Engel  gratia 
*  Dei  me  a  morte  hujus  corporis  liberavit  per  Jesum  Christum 
‘  Dominvm  nostrum /’  ” — (Introd.  vol.  ii.  p.  406;  and  vol.  i. 
p.  338.)  Most  readers  will  concur,  in  replying  with  a  nega¬ 
tive  to  this  question. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  1.]  The  last  clause  of  this  verse  in  our  English 
version,  and  in  the  received  text  ( Who  walk  not  after  the 
flesh ,  but  after  the  Spirit),  exists  not  in  the  Vat.,  the 
Ephrem,  the  Clar.,  and  the  two  uncial  MSS.,  F.  G.  of  Wet- 
stein  ;  nor  in  the  Copt.,  Sahid.,  Eth.,  nor  in  the  Vulg.  and 
other  Latin  versions ;  and  is  rejected  even  by  Scholz.  It  lias 
been  brought  forward,  and  repeated,  from  ver.  4,  through 
an  impatience  of  explanation.  I  must  therefore  venture  to 
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dissent,  in  toto ,  from  the  learned  Bloomfield’s  elaborate 
criticism  on  this  verse.  The  clause  is  regularly  conclusive 
in  ver.  4,  but  interrupt! ve  in  ver.  ]  ;  and,  as  the  temporary 
fancy  of  *  recensions'  must  yield  to  the  fact  of  greater  or  less 
‘  antiquity,'  and  as  *  number ’  in  MSS.  possesses  no  authority 
that  can  compete  with  antiquity  (since  “  seven  MSS.”  may 
outweigh  seven  hundred  in  force  of  testimony),  I  cannot  but 
regard  this  clause,  in  the  first  verse,  as  a  proved  interpolation. 

Ver.  2.  hath  freed  them.~\  This  passage  presents  matter 
for  critical  attention.  The  subject  predicated  is,  roig  tv  Xgieru 
lr,cov  ;  yet,  the  consequence  immediately  drawn  in  all  the 
texts,  except  that  of  the  Vat.  MS.,  is,  “for,  the  law  of  the 
“  Spirit  of  life  tXiutiiguoe  pi — hath  freed  me,  See”  The  read- 
ing  of  the  Vat.  MS.,  on  the  contrary,  is  thus  given  by  Bent¬ 
ley  :  u  deest  pi  it  is  thus  given  by  Birch,  “  a,  Val.  1209.” 
Let  us,  then,  see  how  the  words  would  stand  in  the  undi¬ 
vided  uncial  writing  of  the  Vat.  MS.,  with  a  instead  of  pi : 

Modern  criticism,  keeping  the  context  in  thought,  would 
reduce  the  passage  into  words,  thus, 

7}\ev6i(>uffiffB  ai to  rou  vopou  ; 

and  it  would  thus,  at  once,  discern  an  inadvertent  repetition 
(p.  175)  of  the  last  syllable  of  r,\iu8igu<n  (<re) :  which  syllable, 
being  unskilfully  assumed  for  the  pronoun,  a,  by  the  Syriac 
translator,  and  being  wholly  foreign  to  the  sense,  was  as  un¬ 
skilfully  changed  to  pi,  in  the  later  copies  :  it  would  further 
discern,  after  rescinding  the  superfluity,  that  the  subject  of 
7)\iu6egu&i,  is  auroug  understood,  being  the  relative  to  rotg  ev 
x.  I.,  immediately  preceding.  Such,  then,  is  the  true  reading 
of  the  Vat.  MS., 

6  yci§  vopog  rou  rrnupurog  rrjg  ev  X.  I.,  iXiu&iguffi  (a vroug 

Sub.)  a<xo  rou  vopou  r.  a.  x.  r.  3. 

Ver.  19.  the  expectation  of  the  human  creature,  &c.]  The 
word,  xnaig,  need  not  to  have  caused  the  perplexity  which  it 
has  occasioned.  It  plainly  enough  signifies,  that  which 
<£  earnestly  looks ”  for  a  glorified  change.  It  is,  therefore, 
the  same  as  that  of  which  St.  Paul  speaks  (2  Cor.  v.  1),  as 
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“  earnestly  desiring ”  to  exchange  an  “  earthly  house”  for  one 
“  eternal  in  the  heavens;”  it  is  the  same  of  which  he  says 
(Col.  i.  23),  that  “  the  hope  of  the  Gospel  is  preached  to  every 
“  xnaig  under  heaven.”  In  the  first  passage,  he  opposes  xnaig 
to  oi  uioi  tov  Qeov  ;  in  the  second,  he  opposes  eKiyeiog  oixia  to  o/x/a 
atmiog  ev  roig  ovgavotg ;  both  intend  the  same  thing, 
namely,  that  to  which,  in  the  last  passage,  he  affirms  the 
hope  of  the  Gospel  to  have  been  preached  :  —  xnaig,  therefore, 
means  the  human  nature  in  its  present  creation  or  its  present 
earthly  state.  The  apostle  is  his  own  best  expositor;  and 
every  other  interpretation,  assigned  to  the  word,  must  be 
drawn  wholly  from  imagination. 

Ver.  28.  God  maketh  all  things  to  work.]  The  Vat.  and 
Alex.  MSS.  read,  roig  ayaTuGt  tov  Qeov,  cravrci  Gt/vegye/  o  Qeog 
etg  ayaQov :  which  reading  shews,  that  Qeog,  expressed  or 
understood,  was  anciently  considered  to  be  the  agent  of 
avveiyet,  and  not  <rav7a,  which  it  governs  in  the  accusative. 
Michaelis  (In trod.  vol.  i.  p.  288),  who  was  unacquainted 
with  the  readings  of  the  Vat.  MS.  when  he  composed  his 
work,  erroneously  affirmed,  that  the  Cod.  Alex.  “  is  the 
“  only  MS.  in  which  the  reading,  Qeog ,  is  found;”  and, 
with  equal  error,  he  inferred,  that  it  “  proceeded  undoubtedly 
“  from  the  explanation  of  a  scholiast,  who  preferred  the 
“  construction  of  the  Syriac  translator,  and  noted  it  in  his 
“  margin.”  But,  as  both  Birch  and  Bentley  bear  testimony 
to  the  reading,  6  Qeog,  in  the  Vat.  MS.,  Michaelis’s  reference 
to  the  Syriac  only  tends  to  confirm  the  reading  in  that  trans¬ 
lation,  and  also  in  the  Cod.  A  lex. 

Ver.  32.  will  for  give  ns  all  tilings.]  ra  navra  ti/miv  %agi<rerai : 
—  St.  Paul  is  not  enforcing  God’s  munificence  in  this  place, 
but  his  clemency ;  ycL^nserai  is,  therefore,  to  be  understood  in 
the  same  sense  as  in  2  Cor.  ii.  10,  and  in  Col.  ii.  13,  viz.  to 
*  forgive* 

Ver.  35.  love  of  God ,  which  is  in  C.  J.]  The  Vat.  MS. 
reads,  tov  Qeov ,  rrjg  ev  Xg/trr<jj  I tjgov,  in  this  clause,  as  in 

ver.  39.  This,  therefore,  is  the  most  ancient  reading  of  the 
passage  that  we  possess.  Other  MSS.  and  ancient  authorities 
read,  ayarrr,:  tov  Qeov,  but  they  omit  rri;  ev  X.  I.  ;  tllC  later 
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multitude  of  copies,  which  have  constituted  the  received,  or 
Const,  texts,  read,  ay  a  vys  too  Xg/arov,  omitting  also,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  clause.  Michaelis,  therefore,  affirmed,  under  error 
( Introd .  vol.  ii.  p.  221),  u  that  the  reading,  too  ©ecu,  for  too 
“  Xg/mu,  is  found  only  in  Wetstein’s  Cod.  7,  and  in  the 
“  Moscow  MS.  noted  N. for,  Birch  has  added,  the  Pio- 
Vat.  50 ;  and  Scholz  has  supplied  six  other  MSS. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

Ver.  3.  I  boasted ,  that  I  was  set  apart. ]  We  find,  in  this 
passage,  an  instance  of  traditional  inertia  similar  to  that 
pointed  out  in  Matt.  xxiv.  The  word,  avakfia,  from  ava  and 
rtOtijii,  signifies  merely,  *  a  thing  set  apart  *  In  itself,  it  con¬ 
tains  nothing  to  determine  the  object,  purpose,  or  character 
of  the  separation;  so  that,  as  early  as  the  second  century, 
J U3tin  Martyr  had  distinctly  said  :  avadepa  Xtyerai  to  am- 
K6i/j.tiiov  xai  a<pogi<i(j,£vov  ©e^;,  xat  eig  xoivtjv  xgvfftv  /itjxerj  Kcc/uficurofiem' 
viy  to  av7} WoTgiUifievov  Geoo  dia  xaxiav — the  term,  avafcfia,  1  is 
‘  applied  to  that  which  is  set  apart  and  separated  to  God , 
*  and  no  longer  employed  in  common  uses ;  or,  that  which  is 
‘  alienated  from  God>  through  evil.’  The  same  is  expressed 
by  Chrysostom.  St.  Paul’s  repeated  declarations,  of  his 
selection  and  separation  by  God ,  for  the  conversion  of  Jews 
and  Gentiles  (Annot.  to  c.  i.  1),  might  well  have  determined 
the  interpretation  of  avaOtpa,  in  this  passage,  to  the  first 
signification ;  it  was,  however,  early  determined,  in  an  un¬ 
critical  age,  to  the  last  signification,  which  has  been  trans¬ 
mitted,  without  reconsideration,  through  all  the  following 
ages;  perplexing  the  expositors  of  each  age,  in  its  succes¬ 
sion,  down  to  the  present  day.  To  endeavour  to  sustain 
the  inveterate  interpretation,  learned  commentators  have 
been  constrained  to  force  a  signification  (conformable  to 
their  respective  impressions)  on  the  imperfect  indicative , 
»ju;£<y£7jv,  and  to  insist,  that  it  is  to  be  here  understood  in 
the  optative  sense,  eo^aifii jv,  or  eu^o//£jjv  av :  a  necessity,  into 
which  they  were  driven,  by  retaining  the  original  misaccept- 
ation  of  avaQe/Aa.  The  ‘  grief  and  heaviness  of  hearty  which 
St.  Paul  declares,  in  the  preceding  verse,  arose  from  the 
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disappointment  he  experienced  from  his  Jewish  brethren, 
to  whom  he  first  addressed  his  discourses.  For,  says  he, 
“  I  boasted  that  I  was  set  apart  by  the  Christ,  for  the  sake 
“  of  my  brethren  ;  my  kinsmen  according  to  the  flesh."  And 
he  draws  this  conclusion  from  the  failure  of  his  labours 
to  convert  them :  41  it  cannot  be  that  the  word  of  God  has 
“  failed  of  effect ;  therefore  it  follows,  that  all  who  are 
“  Israelites  in  the  flesh ,  are  not  Israelites  in  the  spirit  of 
44  the  Gospel.” — isupppijv  signifies, 4 1  boasted ' — gu^o/i-a/,  in  the 
sense  of  *  to  boast  or  glory,'  appears  to  have  been  regarded 
by  the  lexicographers  as  disused  among  the  Greek  writers 
since  the  time  of  Homer,  for  they  draw  all  their  examples 
of  that  sense  from  his  poem3.  Yet  Eustathius,  in  the  12th 
century,  said  generally,  to  evl'aaQai,  -roXXax/g  avn  rou  xav%i)- 
6a 6 6 at  Xeyerai  (tom.  iii.  p.  1602)  —  “  eu%aff8ai  is  often  used  for 
“  xau%i7)6a68aif  to  boast ,  or  vaunt;'  and  Justin  Martyr,  in  his 
second  ‘  Apology c.  xiii.,  uses  loyo^at  in  that  sense — x^enavog 
svgeQqvai  xat  ivyofttvog  xa /  ayuvt^ofitvog  o/toXoyu — “  I 

“  confess,  that  I  am  proud ,  and  strive  with  all  my  might,  to 
44  be  a  Christian.”1  Such  a  sentiment  well  suited  him  who 
declared,  44  I  magnify  my  office  "  (c.  xi.  13).  It  is  certain, 
that  many  Greek  terms  were  retained  in  the  provinces  of 
Asia  Minor,  after  they  had  fallen  into  disuse  in  European 
Greece.  The  Vat.,  and  most  ancient  MSS.  and  authorities, 
read  the  clause  in  this  order :  a> taOefia  eivat  avros  eyu ;  the 
rec .  text,  avrog  t-yu  avakfia  eivai.  —  aero  is  here  used  in  the 
sense  of  vto,  which  is,  indeed,  the  reading  of  the  Clermont 
(D  2),  and  two  other  uncial  MSS.  (See  Vjger,  de  Ideot . 
c.  ix.  §  1,  p.  521,  ano  pro  uto.)  The  late  learned  Dr.  Burton 
is  the  only  commentator  I  have  met  with,  who  has  dis¬ 
cerned  the  true  import  of  this  inveterately  misapprehended 
passage.  “  \mkiia  (he  observes)  is  a  thing  set  apart ,  and 
44  generally  in  a  bad  sense ;  that  is,  devoted  to  destruction  : 
44  but  it  has  not  necessarily  that  sense:  avuQepa  arro  rmg,  is, 
“  4  set  apart  by  any  one.'  St.  Paul  had  been  set  apart  and 
“  consecrated  by  Christ  to  his  service;  and  he  had  prayed, 
41  that  this  devotion  of  himself  might  be  for  the  good  of  his 
44  countrymen.” — {Note  to  Rom.  ix.  3.) 

1  “Me  profiteor,  laudi  ducere ,  ac  dimicatione  omni  contendere,  ut  Chris- 
“  tianus  r^periar.” — Lai.  Tr.  ed.  Paris.  1742. 
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Ver.  10.  Rebecca,  the  stranger.]  Macknight  and  Bloom¬ 
field  have  abstained  from  taking  much  notice  of  the  extra¬ 
ordinary  reading,  eg  hog,  in  the  rec.  texts ;  which  reading, 
nevertheless,  engaged  a  large  share  of  the  attention  of  their 
predecessors  in  exposition.  Their  abstinence  cannot  have  pro¬ 
ceeded  from  the  reading  having  acquired  sufficient  elucida¬ 
tion  ;  since  it  remains  as  equivocal,  a9  it  has  always  stood  to 
the  minds  of  all  former  commentators.  The  silence  of  these 
two  recent  annotators,  therefore,  leaves  it  for  inference,  that 
the  entire  elucidation  is  still  wanting,  in  their  judgment. 
The  proposition,  that  Rebecca  had  conceived  by  one  man ,  and 
that  man,  our  father  Isaac ,  contains  so  singular  a  predicate, 
that  it  could  not  have  failed  to  raise  conviction  of  some 
defect  in  the  text,  had  it  not  been  for  the  traditional  inertia 
of  interpretation,  above  mentioned.  Dr.  Bloomfield  indeed 
observes,  that  u  it  is  well  remarked  by  Mr.  Slade,  that  the 
“  apostle  may  be  supposed  to  adduce  this  case  merely  from 
“  its  being  yet  stronger  than  the  other:  in  the  case  of  Isaac 
“  and  Ishmael,  there  were  two  mothers ;  but  Rebecca  had 
“  only  one  husband,  and  her  children  were  twins but,  as  in 
all  cases  where  a  woman  has  twins t  they  are  naturally  pre¬ 
sumed  to  be  from  one  husband,  I  cannot  suppose  the  apostle 
chargeable  with  so  sterile  an  intention.  Erasmus  has  a  note 
on  the  words,  eg  evog,  which  shews,  by  its  elaboration,  that 
the  reading  is  entitled  critically  to  particular  attention ;  and, 
by  its  length,  that  he  could  not  reach  a  satisfactory  con¬ 
clusion.  We  are,  therefore,  obliged  to  revert  to  an  uncial 
and  undivided  text ;  and  to  dismiss  the  arbitrary  division  of 
the  printed  copies.  In  the  Alex.  MS.  it  stands  thus  : 

peEGKKXe'IGNOC. 

The  frequent  interchange  of  e  and  ?j,  in  Gr.  MS.  copies,  i9 
observed  by  all  authors  who  have  had  occasion  to  treat  of 
Gr.  hand-writing.  Thus,  in  Canter  (p.  51),  we  find  ugav  and 
egeiv  confounded.  The  internal  evidence  of  the  context  shews, 
that  this  error  has  occurred  here;  and  that  we  are  to  divide, 
and  read,  n  gevog,  instead  of  eg  evog .  Having  first  given  an 
example  in  the  person  of  Sarah,  the  wife  of  him,  whose 
descendants  only  were  not  accounted  ‘  strangers St.  Paul 
proceeds  to  add  another  example,  in  one  who,  by  that  rule, 
was  accounted  a  “  stranger  to  the  Covenant ”  (Eph.  ii.  10), 
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though  carnally  allied  to  Abraham  :  for,  the  Covenant  was 
limited  to  *  Abrahams  seedy  or,  those  who  descended  from 
Abraham,  and  was  not  extended  collaterally  to  his  kindred 
by  nature.  That  Rebecca  stood  in  that  relation,  is  plainly 
shewn  in  the  person  of  Ruth ;  who  being  a  Moabitess,  and 
therefore  equally  of  kin  to  Abraham,  but  espoused  by  a 
Hebrew,  thus  expressed  her  surprise  at  the  condescension 
of  the  union  (c.  ii.  10) :  “  Why  have  I  found  grace  in  thine 
“  eyes,  that  thou  shouldst  take  knowledge  of  me?  seeing  I 
u  am  a  stranger  ” — xai  eyw  ti/u  %evr)  (LXX).  But  the  people 
and  elders,  to  encourage  her,  exclaimed,  “  The  Lord  make 
11  this  woman  like  Rachel  and  Leah **  (c.  iv.  11) ;  thus,  class¬ 
ing  those  two  with  Ruth,  as  gsva/,  or,  as  a  substantive  noun, 
%mi.  Now,  Rebecca  stood  precisely  in  the  same  relative 
position  as  Rachel,  Leah,  and  Ruth,  as  will  be  seen  in  the 
following  table;  and  the  apostle  therefore  calls  her,  in  this 
passage,  Ps/Sexxa  n  gtvos — ‘  Rebeccay  the  stranger .’ 


Terah 


Abram 


Nahor 

I 

Bethuel 


Haran 

\ 

Lot 


Isaac  =  Rebecca 
Jacod  = 


i 

Laban 

l - 1 - 1 

Leah  =  Rachel 


1st  daughter  2d  daughter 


RIoab 

I 


I 

Ammon 


Ruth 

From  the  first  error,  which  introduced  the  preposition 
into  the  sentence,  resulted  the  error  of  supposing  i<raax  too 
cargos  7}fLuv  to  be  governed  by  it ;  (e.  g.  aXAa  xa /  P«/3exxa  e£ 
evo$  xo/ttjv  tyo\nsaf  iaaccx  rou  cargos  ;  and,  therefore,  the 
further  error  of  causing  a  forced  sense  to  be  ascribed  to 
xoiT7iv,  which  word  means  simply  a  ‘  bedy  as  in  Heb.  xiii.  4, 
though  it  has  been  strained  to  endeavour  to  make  it  yield 
the  sense  of  ‘  semen. '  Whereas,  the  order  of  construction  is, 

a\\a  xai  Pe/Jexxa  jJ  %ev0$*  ^Xov<fa  X0lTriv  I^aax  too  cargos  7}/J.Uiv — 
il  Nay,  and  also  Rebecca,  the  stranger,  who  shared  the  bed 
il  of  our  father  Isaac.”  Michaelis’s  coarse  error,  in  assigning 
to  xo/r?j  the  sense  of  *  semen'  (vol.  i.  p.  127),  is  exposed  by  his 
translator  (in  his  note,  p.  397),  who  shews,  that  where  that 
sense  is  designed  to  be  expressed,  the  Sept,  render,  xoirr,  if -Teg- 
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Petros ;  proving,  that  xonn  does  not  comprise  that  sense:  — 
tyjiv  xoittjv,  is  simply  equivalent  to  the  Latin  1  inire  or  sociare 
4  cubile:’  where  Gesner  observes,  “  inire  cubile  alterius, 
14  honesta  periphrasis  concubitus ”  (v.  Cubile).  The  Latin  of 
the  Vulgate  should,  therefore,  be  corrected,  44  Non  solum 
44  autem  ilia,  sed  et  advena  Rebecca,  qu®  inivit  cubile  Isaac 
44  patris  nostri,  dicenda  est — Pe(3txxa  is  thus  not  a  4  nomi- 
4  nativu9  absolutus /  but  4  ellipticus ,’  sc.  of  gtjre a  eurt. 

Ver.  22.  formed  for  destruction.]  In  this,  as  in  other 
places,  pious  commentators  have  been  prompt  to  put  them¬ 
selves  forward,  as  apologists  for  God  in  his  dealings  with 
men  :  a  service  entirely  supererogatory.  With  that  mistaken 
reverence,  some  would  interpret  with  a  middle 

sense,  44  fitted  or  adapted  themselves  for  destruction,”  in  order 
to  avoid  making  God  the  author  of  that  destruction.  How¬ 
ever  well  intcntioned  such  expositions  may  be,  they  are  con¬ 
trary  to  the  principles  of  sound  interpretation.  The  preceding 
verses,  from  v.  14,  distinctly  and  forcibly  represent  God,  as 
“  forming ”  some  individuals,  in  this  life,  to  exhibit  a  signal 
contrast  with  others  who  were  to  become  eminent  examples 
of  his  dispensation  of  deliverance.  This  is  demonstrated  by 
the  parable  of  44  the  potter and  the  figure  may  be  com¬ 
pleted  from  Ps.  ii.  9,  “  Thou  wilt  dash  them  in  pieces,  as  a 
44  potters  vessel.”  If  this  divine  proceeding  is  perplexing  to 
our  mind,  we  are  not  immediately  to  endeavour  to  adapt  it 
to  the  standard  of  our  contracted  notions;  but,  to  remember, 
that  “  God’s  thoughts  are  not  as  our  thoughts ,  and  his  ways 
44  higher  than  our  ways”  (Is.  lv.  8,9);  and,  to  exert  an  effort 
of  faith  which  shall  assure  us,  that  44  the  judge  of  all  the 
44  earth  will  do  right”  (Gen.  xviii.  25). 

Ver.  28.]  The  Vat.  and  Alex.  MSS.,  with  the  Copt.,  Syr., 
and  Ethiop.  versions,  omit  the  clause  of  this  verse  in  the 
common  text,  which  is  omitted  in  this  revision.  The  apostle, 
not  needing  the  whole  passage  for  his  argument,  cited  only 
so  much  as  he  required.  The  philoponism  of  a  later  age 
has  inserted,  from  the  Greek  version  of  Isaiah,  what  the 
apostle  had  passed  over. 
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CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  1.  My  heart’s  desire  and  prayer  to  God  for  them,  is] 
All  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions  read  aurwv,  not  rou 
I<rga7j X,  as  we  find  it  in  the  rec.  and  Const,  texts.  This,  and 
all  similar  substitutions  of  proper  names  for  relative  pronouns , 
testify  the  juniority  of  the  texts  that  use  them  ;  and  generally 
mark  the  beginnings  of  avayvuuiiara,  or  apportioned  church - 
readings.  (Pref.  pp.  33,  34.) 

Ver.  10.  If  thou  wilt  confess  with  thy  mouth  the  word , 
that  Jesus  is  Lord.~\  tav  o{io\oy7iU7}S  ro  iv  ru>  orofMan  uov ,  on 
Kvgiog  Irieoug  : — This  is  the  most  ancient  reading  of  this  verse  : 
the  words,  ro  ^ fia,  have  lapsed  from  all  the  later  texts :  the 
clause,  on  Kuf/og  (tanv)  i?jffous,  has  been  abridged  to  Kuf/ov  i^aow 
(ttmt  being  understood). 

Ver.  16.]  As  in  v.  28  of  the  last  chapter,  so  here,  also, 
the  junior  MSS.  have  supplied,  from  the  Greek  of  Isaiah,  a 
clause  not  contained  in  the  most  ancient  MSS. ;  and  which 
the  apostle’s  argument  did  not  require. 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  4.  to  Baal.]  It  is  certainly  true,  in  grammatical 
strictness,  that  rr\  BaaX  signifies  1  to  the  image  of  Baal but, 
as  every  one  is  aware  that  idol-worship  is  intended,  there  is 
more  force  in  preserving  the  ellipsis  in  the  translation. 

Ver.  6.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads  this  verse  thus:  a  dt  Xai,Tb 

o uteri  e£  egycov ,  eira  i]  ovxtn  ymrai  e i  tgywv, 

ovxtn  ecre/  ro  tgycv  ovxtn  tun  Xai1^  h  was  probable,  that 

this  verse  would  experience,  in  the  hands  of  numberless 
copyists,  the  vitiation  which  it  displays  in  the  junior  MSS. 
It  has  been  assumed,  that  the  two  sentences,  here  opposed 
to  each  other,  were  designed  to  be  verbatim  the  reverses  of 
each  other,  and  that,  because  the  first  has  vrrtt  n  ovxtn 

yiverui  the  latter  must,  in  course,  have  trrti  ro  tgyov  o vxtn 

tenv  tgyov.  But,  in  this  assumption,  the  difference  between 
yivtrai  —  *  fit,9  and  tunv — *  cst,'  has  been  overlooked;  and 
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this  difference  shews,  that  they  were  not  constructed  with 
a  view  to  the  minute  correspondence  supposed.  “  If,  says 
“  the  apostle,  the  choice  was  by  favour,  it  was  not  for 
“  works  (performed),  for  in  that  case  the  favour  would 
u  become  no  longer  a  favour:  but,  if  it  was  for  works  (per- 
“  formed),  it  would  not  be  a  favour,  since  the  work  is  not 
“  a  favour,”  (or  gratuitous,  but  claims  a  return.)  Macknight 
abstains  from  all  critical  consideration  of  this  perplexed  verse, 
in  his  Annotations;  and  only  gives  his  own  paraphrase, 
without  any  support  of  argument.  Several  MSS.  are  found 
to  have  omitted  the  latter  clause  ;  on  which  omission  Dr. 
Bloomfield  observes:  “  there  can  be  little  doubt,  but  that 
u  the  MSS.  in  question  had,  in  their  originals,  xaS,g  (fy 
ts  mistake ),  instead  of  e^yov,  at  the  end  of  the  (second)  sen- 
“  fence;  and  thus,  the  clause  might  easily  be  omitted  ob 
“  homoioteleuton ;  the  preceding  clause  ending  with 
But,  the  4  mistake *  was  not  in  the  originals  to  which  the 
learned  annotator  refers;  and  if  xail$  existed  in  those  ori¬ 
ginals,  it  is  confirmed  by  the  Vat.  MS.,  which  he  truly  calls, 
in  this  very  note,  “  the  most  ancient  of  MSS”  It  will, 
therefore,  naturally  be  inquired,  by  what  preponderating 
testimony  all  those  authorities  are  pronounced  ‘  mistaken  V 
The  answer  is  obvious  :  a  too  reverential  prepossession  in 
favour  of  the  ‘  received  text similar  to  that  which  has 
governed  Matthaei,  Scholz,  and  other  learned  maintainers 
of  the  rec.  and  Const,  texts.  Yet,  if  the  most  ancient  MSS. 
(as  was  observed  in  the  Preface,  p.  39)  had  been  the  first 
to  fall  into  the  hands  of  the  learned  of  the  15th  and  16th 
centuries,  and  had,  therefore,  constituted  the  ‘  received  text , 
there  can  be  little  doubt,  that  the  zeal  of  those  same  pious 
and  learned  critics  would  have  leaned  to  the  contrary  side. 

Ver.  13.  Inasmuch,  then,]  The  Vat.,  Ephrem ,  and  Alex. 
MSS.  read  here,  t<p'  om  pzv  ow  ;  requiring  the  division  of  the 
sentence,  as  here  given  in  the  English. 

Ver.  17.]  The  apostle,  continuing  to  address  the  Gentile 
portion  of  the  converts,  and  apprehensive  that  they  might 
centre  their  thoughts  in  their  own  partial  community,  here 
calls  their  attention  to  the  importance  of  their  Hebrew 
brethren,  in  the  general  dispensation  of  the  Gospel. 
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Ver.  25.  all  who  are  Israel  shall  be  saved.]  We  are  in¬ 
structed  thus  to  interpret  <ra;  by  the  apostle’s  pre¬ 

vious  caution  in  c.  ix.  7,  u  all  are  not  Israel,  who  are  from 
“  Israel.”  It  is  under  this  distinction,  therefore,  that  we  are 
to  understand  the  predicted  *  salvation  of  Israel;  and  not  to 
be  carried  away  with  the  vulgar  imagination,  that  it  intends 
a  temporal  re-establishment  of  the  whole  Jewish  nation,  with¬ 
out  discrimination  of  faith ,  in  the  ancient  Palestine ;  which 
is  a  carnal  interpretation  of  a  spiritual  prophecy.  (See  Annot. 
to  1  Thess.  ii.  16.) 


CHAPTER  XII. 

Ver.  1.  as  the  service  of  your  reason.]  Xoy/xjjv,  which  is 
equivalent  to  v.ara  \oyov  (Acts,  xviii.  14),  'your  service  accord- 
‘  ing  to  reason,’  and  therefore,  ‘  the  service  of  your  reason.’ 
Parkhurst  observes,  that  “  this  sense  of  Xoyog  is  very  common 
**  in  the  profane  authors ;  but,  that  he  does  not  find  it  thus 
“  used  elsewhere  in  the  N.  T.  than  in  Acts,  xviii.  14,  where, 
“  it  should  be  observed,  a  heathen  is  the  speaker.”  It  was, 
evidently,  to  meet  the  habitual  notions  of  his  heathen  converts, 
that  St.  Paul  used  the  word  Xoyi?.r,v  in  this  place. 

Ver.  11.  serving  the  Lord.]  rut  douXevovng: — The 

various  reading,  ™  xa /gp  for  rw  Kv^/w,  is  not  worthy  the 
labour  which  has  been  expended  upon  it.  The  Vat.  and 
Alex.  MSS.,  “  Codd.  Gr.  omnes,  vers.  Vulg.,  Syr .,  Copt., 
“  Armen. ,”  says  Wetstein,  and  a  host  of  other  authorities, 
uniformly  read  Ki^/w.  The  reading  xa /gw,  is  to  be  traced  to 
a  compend  xgw ;  which  some  Latin  philoponist  interpreted  to 
mean  because  '  tempori  servire  ’  was  a  common  phrase 

in  the  Latin  language ;  though  its  sense  was  altogether  inap¬ 
plicable  to  this  place. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  9.  Ye  owe.]  ope/Xm: — The  rendering  this  word 
imperatively ,  destroys  the  sense  of  the  passage,  and  the  argu¬ 
ment  of  the  apostle.  An  injunction  to  his  disciples  ‘  to  owe’ 
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when  his  object  was  to  enjoin  them  1  to  pay  what  they  owe  ,’ 
could  not  have  been  his  intention  in  using  this  word.  But, 
to  shew  them  a  summary  method  of  discharging  all  they  owe , 
he  states  to  them  the  whole  amount  of  their  debt —  *  Ye  owe 
*  nothing  to  any  one,  but  to  love  him ;  he  who  loveth  him, 
1  hath  fulfilled  (towards  him  the  second  great  commandment 
1  of)  the  law,  for  love  is  the  fulfilling  of  {that)  law Here, 
then,  the  injunction  is  not  conveyed  in  an  imperative, 
but,  in  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  conclusion,  that 
love  fulfils  the  law,  and  therefore  satisfies  every  claim  of  our 
neighbour :  consequently,  openers  is  the  pres,  indicative. 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

Ver.  6.]  The  Vat.,  Ephr .,  A  lex.,  Clerm.  (D2),  and  other 
uncial  MSS.,  as  also  the  Vulg.,  Copt.,  Ethiop .,  and  other 
versions,  concur  in  omitting  the  second  clause  contained  in 
this  verse,  in  the  common  text ;  which  thus  betrays  itself  to 
have  been  an  effort  of  the  philoponism  of  a  later  age  (intro¬ 
duced  to  give  what  was  thought  a  greater  completeness  to 
the  passage),  and  not  an  effect  of  o/LoioreXivrov. 

Ver.  17.  separate  not.]  Macknight  has  abstained  from 
explaining  the  intention  of  the  word  *1 roXXue  of  the  rec.  text, 
which,  with  our  version,  he  renders  1  destroy  *  But,  how  is 
the  example  of  our  eating  flesh  to  destroy  our  brother,  if  it 
does  not  seduce  him  to  do  the  same,  against  his  conscience ; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  * grieves  him * — Xim/ra/,  to  see  us  do  it? 
The  proper  sense  of  \wmefau,  as  given  in  Pollux,  lib.  iii.  98, 
is  synonymous  with  aXye/v,  afofitiv,  dv<r6v/iwt  fiagufaftav ;  he 
says,  vnegfioXi jv  odvvris  s /i<pavi£ei  —  ‘  it  denotes  excess  of  grief ; 
which  is  the  sentiment  St.  Paul  had  just  before  expressed, 
in  ch.  ix.  2,  Xu-r? j  fioi  eari  fLeyaXr},  xai  aSiaXtiTTog  odovr}  rp  xagS/cc 
f. lou — 4  I  have  great  grief,  and  continual  heaviness  in  my 
*  heart.'  This  chapter  of  Romans  has  been  interpreted  as 
corresponding  in  purport  to  1  Cor.  viii. ;  yet  they  differ 
essentially  in  their  objects.  This  chapter  relates  only  to 
scruples  about  eating  flesh,  some  confining  themselves  wholly 
to  herbs ;  from  which  scruples,  resulted  separation  and  dis- 
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union  in  the  church.  The  latter  chapter  regards  eating 
flesh  which  has  been  offered  to  idols,  and  the  conduct  of 
Christians  with  respect  to  such  flesh.  With  respect  to  the 
first,  St.  Paul  urgently  exhorts,  that  this  difference  of  diet 
should  not  interrupt  mutual  love,  and  cause  disunion  and 
separation ;  wherefore  he  says  (according  to  Cod.  E.  (St. 
Germ.),  and  the  corrected  D2  (Cler.),  /z,7?  vkuvov  atfoXue  vireg  ob 
Xgnfrog  ansdave,  *  detach  not,  separate  not  (from  thee)  him 

*  for  whom  Christ  died.’  So  a neXvavro  is  used  in  Acts,  xxviii. 
25,  they  “  dissolved  or  separated  themselves Dr.  Bloom¬ 
field  is  sensible,  that  the  received  reading,  awoXXue,  i  destroy / 
requires  some  softening  qualification,  and  he  therefore  says ; 
“  it  does  not  imply  final  destruction,  but  a  present  falling 
il  from  a  state  of  salvation but,  the  reading,  a^roXXue,  which 
is  absolute,  doe9  not  afford  any  thing  to  support  that  qualifi¬ 
cation.  Yet,  the  sense  of  *  destroy ,’  is  so  wholly  irrelative 
to  the  matter  of  the  context,  that  it  directs  us  to  search  for  a 
more  applicable  reading.  This  we  obtain,  by  perceiving,  that 
a^roXXue  must  have  been  orginally  a  tran scriptural  erratum  for 
ocjroXue,  resulting  from  an  incautious  repetition  of  a  X  (see 
Pref.  p.  63).  And  this  recovered  reading  will  determine 
the  proper  rendering  of  xaraXyj,  in  ver.  20  (Gr.  22),  to 

*  dissolve  or  undo  the  work  of  God,’  in  the  harmonious  unity 
of  his  church.  (See  Annot.  to  1  Cor.  viii.  11.)  Under  the 
admission  of  the  common  reading,  awoXXve,  some  have  found 
it  expedient  to  strain  the  meaning  of  the  word  Xwurai, 

*  grieved ,’  so  as  to  make  it  signify,  ‘  hurt  .’  To  support 
this  interpretation,  Macknight  thus  loosely  alleges  a  soli¬ 
tary  sentence  from  Demosthenes,  de  Corona :  “  Au^eai, 
“  *  Hurt  neither  the  allies,  nor  any  other  of  the  Greeks.’  ” 
In  this  oration,  Demosthenes  reproaches  Aischines  with  want 
of  sympathy  for  his  countrymen,  adding,  rouro  y 

ro  raura.  Xwrei(f6ai,  xa /  ravra  yai^tiv  ro/g  <roXXo/(,  which  Leland 
renders,  “  he  should  approve  his  sincerity,  by  feeling  joy 
“  and  sorrow,  with  all  his  countrymen.”  Demosthenes, 
therefore,  used  XvmiaQai  in  the  same  ordinary  sense  as  Pollux, 
before  quoted.  But,  as  the  forced  sense  was  only  resorted 
to  with  a  view  to  meet  the  sense  of  airoXXi/g  — ‘ destroy we 
discover  the  violence  by  which  it  is  extorted,  when  we  find 
that  we  are  critically  warranted  to  read,  a-roXue —  ‘  separate* 
(Pref.  p.  49,  ^  36.) 
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Ver.  25,  26.]  The  apostle’s  object  in  this  argument,  is  to 
justify  conscientious  scruples,  against  such  as  would  despise 
those  who  entertain  them,  and  act  by  them. 


CHAPTER  XV. 

Ver.  4.  for,  all  things  that  are  written,  have  been  written 
for  our  instruction.]  hoa.  yag  eygatpri,  rravra  eig  rqv  ijfttrtgav  8idcca- 
xaX/av  eygaipi): — Thus  reads  the  Vat.  MS.  The  latter  clause 
is  read  the  same  in  the  oldest  MSS.  The  junior  copies  have 
added  the  prep,  <rgo — ‘  before ,’  to  eyga<pn,  in  both  clauses. 

Ib.  hope  of  consolation .]  tt^v  eXmda  rijg  ‘ragax'kriaeiag  : 

— So  reads  the  Vat .  MS.,  in  conclusion  of  the  sentence. 

Ver.  5.  to  have  the  same  mind,  among  yourselves.]  Your¬ 
selves ,  namely,  the  Jewish  and  Gentile  converts,  united  in 
the  same  church. 

Ver.  16.  that  I  should  be  a  minister  of  Christ:]  the 
later  MSS.  have  added,  e/g  ra  eOvt) — ‘  to  the  Gentiles ;  which 
words  are  not  in  the  Vat.  MS. ;  and  are  out  of  place  here, 
where  St.  Paul  speaks  of  his  ministry  generally,  though 
they  are  in  their  due  place  in  ch.  xi.  13,  where  he  speaks 
of  his  office  distributively. 

Ver.  25.  (/  will  do  so)  when  I  take  my  journey  to  Spain.] 
The  Vat.  MS.  has  not  the  clause,  rrgog  6/i.ag,  which 

has  been  inserted  to  supply  the  apostle’s  ellipsis  before  d/g  av 
xogevu/j,ai.  That  clause  is  absent  from  all  the  most  ancient 
MSS.  and  versions. 

Ver.  31.  in  the  fulness  of  the  blessing  of  Christ.]  The 
later  MSS.  have  inserted  rou  euayytXiou  rou  before  Xg/arov, 
which  words  exist  not  in  any  of  the  most  ancient  MSS.  or 
versions. 

Ver.  33.  that  the  gift  which  J  carry.]  The  Vat.  MS.,  as 
also  two  other  uncial  MSS.,  read  haga<pogta ;  not  diaxovia — 
*  service ,’  as  in  the  rec.  text. 
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Ver.  34.  by  the  will  of  the  Lord  Jesus.]  8ia  paros 
xugiou  Itjgov  :  — Thus  the  verse  stands,  and  is  concluded,  in  the 
Vat.  MSS.  A  supplementary  clause  has  been  officiously 
added,  which  betrays  its  spuriousness  by  the  different  forms 
it  has  assumed  in  different  copies  :  viz.  xa /  ffuvctvaTravewftui  ifiiv 
• — •  GvmvavauGa  u/^ag —  ava-vJ/u£oj  peQ'  vfiuv — ava^u^cy  [ltd'  u/xuv. 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

Ver.  5.  first-fruit  of  Asia .]  The  most  ancient  MSS.  and 
versions  concur  in  reading  ‘  Asia,’  not  i  Achaia  *  (as  it  stands 
in  our  version  and  in  all  the  modern  text9) ;  which  former 
authorities  are  plenary  for  determining  the  reading,  as  there 
can  be  no  appeal  to  an  anterior  testimony.  The  name  ‘Asia,9 
in  the  mouth  of  St.  Paul,  did  not  intend,  according  to  our 
modern  practice,  the  quarter  of  the  earth  so  called,  but 
‘  Asia  Minor  *  commonly  denominated  4  Asia,*  in  the  age  of 
St.  Paul.  Inattention  to  this  distinction,  led  the  later  philo- 
ponists  to  alter  the  word ;  because,  Damascus  and  Antioch 
being  in  Asia,  in  the  larger  sense,  St.  Paul  could  not  have 
meant  to  say,  that  Epametus  was  his  first  convert,  in  that 
acceptation  :  but,  St.  Paul  here  speaks  of  the  first  success  of 
his  ministry,  when  he  journeyed  with  Barnabas  into  the  pro- 
vince  of  Asia.  Michaelis’s  “  premises,"  from  which  he  would 
conclude  “  that  A^a/ag  is  the  genuine  reading,  and  Atf/ag 
44  spurious,"  are  wholly  established  on  an  erroneous  prepos¬ 
session  in  his  own  mind.  ( Introd .  vol.  i.  p.314,  15.)  Bloom¬ 
field,  though  he  has  retained  A^a/ag  in  his  edition,  in  defer¬ 
ence  to  the  received  text,  shew9,  by  just  criticism,  that  A<r/ag 
would  be  the  proper  reading.  Scholz  has  therefore  adopted 
A<r/ag,  though  Matthsei  retained  A^a/ag. 

Ver.  23.  I  myself,  and  Tertius  who  wrote  this  epistle, 
salute  you  in  the  Lord.]  St.  Paul  signifies,  in  2  Thess.  iii.  17, 
that  he  concluded  u  all  his  epistles  with  his  own  hand;*  and 
it  is  plain,  that  he  concludes  them  in  his  own  person. 
Ag--cl?o/lui  iyxag  eyw  in  this  place,  therefore,  bespeaks  St.  Paul 
for  its  author ;  since,  in  no  instance,  does  any  one  but  him¬ 
self  speak  in  the  first  person,  in  his  epistles.  How,  then, 
are  we  to  interpret,  Tegr/o?  6  y^a-vj/ag  rrjv  ec/groX?jv  ?  Canter 
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observes  (Pref.  p.  57),  “  voces  unius  syllabae  non  raro  vel 
u  desiderantur,  vel  vacant ;  ac  primum,  xa /  et  oux  desunt 
u  scepissime .**  It  is  very  evident,  therefore,  that  xa/  has 
lapsed  from  the  text  in  this  place,  and  that  we  should  read 
the  verse  thus  :  tusvafyiLcu  fyaas  eyw,  xa/  Tcgr/oc  6  yga'l' as  ttjv 
ivrtffroXqv.  Dr.  Bloomfield  justly  observes,  that  “  sv 
“  should  be  joined  with  aenatyfiat”  It  is  probable,  that 
iy<o  xa/  Tegr/og  6  yga-^as,  had  been  misapprehended  to  signify, 
‘  /,  eyew  Tertius ;  and  when  only  one  person  was  supposed 
to  be  intended,  the  present  reading,  tyu  Tegr/os,  was  likely 
to  result:  as,  eyu  psv  riauXog,  in  Gal.  v.  2 —  ‘  even  /,  Paul;* 
tyu  TlauXos,  Eph.  iii.  1  —  ‘  I,  Paul* 


Ver.  24.  Erastus,  the  treasurer  of  the  city.]  oixovo/nog :  — 
The  Latin  version  renders  thi9  word  ‘  arcarius from  *  area — 
‘  a  money  chest. 9  Wiclif  had  rendered  the  Latin  word, 
‘  treserer ,  i.  e.  treasurer ,  which  is  perhaps  the  aptest  inter¬ 
pretation.  Erasmus  has  substituted  ‘  quaestor  ararius  *  for 
the  Vulg.  *  arcarius .’  Why  our  revisers  should  have  ex¬ 
changed  Wiclif  s  1  treasurer /  for  *  chamberlain ,’  which  is  an 
incongruous  rendering,  and  why  Macknight  should  have 
retained  that  term,  I  am  unable  to  conjecture. 
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Ver.  2.  To  the  sanctified.]  The  Vat.  and  three  other  uncial 
MSS.,  read  thus :  tji  txx\i)6iq,  rov  0.  yyiaff/J,evoi<;  tv  Xg/crrw  iTjffou, 
tt,  ovtfi}  tv  Kogiv6ou.  The  order  of  construction  is,  riyiagfitvon;  tv 
X.  I.  (ev)  rji  txxXrjgiu  to v  ©.  ri j  ovffy  tv  K.,  shewing  that  rjyiagpevoig 
is  simply  correspondent  in  signification  to  ay/0/5  in  the  intro¬ 
ductory  addresses  of  the  following  epistles.  It  is  here  em¬ 
ployed,  because  it  is  immediately  followed  by  ay/o/g. 

Ib.  both  theirs  and  ours.]  Hug  ( Introd .  vol.  ii.  p.  372) 
creates  an  unnecessary  perplexity  of  the  words  auruv  xai 
TjfLutVy  by  referring  them  to  ro-yw,  and  interpreting  them, 
4  where  I  am,’  and  4  where  they  are;'  but  they  plainly  pertain 
to  K.  I.  X£/<rrou :  after  saying,  K vgiou  rjpuv,  he  corrects  himself, 
and  adds,  auruv  xai  wuv.  (Compare  Eph.  vi.  9,  and  Annot.) 

Ver.  13.  But  I  am  of  Christ.]  We  have  here  another 
instance  of  traditional  inertia ;  and  yet  Chrysostom,  in  the 
fifth  century,  had  given  it  an  impulse  sufficient  to  propel  it, 
by  thus  expounding  the  passage;  the  purport  of  which  is 
lost,  by  following  the  vulgar  punctuation  and  interpretation. 
The  apostles  general  argument  is  this:  44  Ye  take  Christ,  as 
44  it  were,  in  parts;  I  take  him  in  the  whole." 

Ver.  28.  our  Wisdom.]  The  Vat.  MS.  alone,  reads  <rop/a 
iipuv  (Birch  and  Bentley) ;  the  next  MSS.  in  antiquity,  eo<pia 
n[uv',  the  succeeding  copies,  hftn  gopta,  which  is  the  reading 
of  the  rec.  text. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  10.  hath  revealed  to  us  the  mystery.]  i.  e.  of  the 
wisdom  mentioned  in  ver.  7,  before  the  parenthesis;  not 
4  them  —  a  7jToifj.afftv  —  the  things  which  God  hath  prepared / 
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mentioned  in  ver.  9,  within  the  parenthesis.  “  It  hath  not 
“  yet  been  manifested  what  we  shall  be  (says  St.  John) ;  but 
“  we  know,  that  when  He  shall  be  manifested,  we  shall  be 
“  like  Him:”  such  also  is  the  case,  generally,  of  the  “good 
lt  things  which  God  hath  prepared.”  That  which  has  been 
“  revealed  *'  is  “  the  mysterious  wisdom  of  the  Gospel,  which 
“  had  been  hidden  from  ages  and  from  generations,  but  is 
“  now  made  manifest.”  (Col.  i.  26.) 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  4.  walking  as  men.~\  The  Vat.  and  the  six  next  most 
ancient  MSS.,  besides  versions  and  fathers,  concur  in  reading 
avSgavoi  in  this  place ;  which  the  juniors  have  exchanged  for 
a  repetition  of  cu^ixci  —  *  carnal from  the  preceding  verse  ; 
Scholz,  nevertheless,  retains  the  latter  reading. 

Ver.  10.  a  skilful  architect .]  See  Annot.  to  Matt.  xi.  20, 
p.  142. 

Ver.  11.  that  Jesus  is  Christ.]  Compare  Matt.  xvi.  12, 
and  Acts,  ii.  36 ;  v.  43  ;  and  ix.  22.  In  the  first  of  those 
references,  we  have  the  example  which  apprises  us  of  the 
ellipsis ,  with  which,  in  the  latter  texts,  we  are  to  understand 
the  words,  I rj<rous  Xg/<rro$,  and  lyaow  xgtorov :  namely,  (or/) 
Irjffovs  (e<rr/)  Xgnfrog,  or,  Iqsovv  (e/v a/)  Xgurrov — “  that  the  human 
“ person ,  Jesus ,  is  the  Christ,  or  Divine  Messiah.  (Comp. 
1  John,  v.  1.) 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  2.  stewards  —  be  found  faithful.']  St.  Paul  here  lays 
down  the  position,  that  all  who  are  appointed  “  ministers  of 
“  Christ,”  are  appointed  “  stewards  (and  only  stewards)  of 
“  the  mysteries  of  God and  he  appeals  to  the  sense  of  all 
mankind  in  proof,  that  it  is  u  required,  in  every  steward , 
“  that  he  be  found  faithful.”  Hence,  he  solemnly  inculcates 
on  Timothy,  to  “  keep  secure  that  deposit  which  was  com- 
“  mitted  to  his  trust,  against  the  oppositions  of  what  is 
“  falsely  called  knowledge."  (1  Tim.  vi.  20.)  Here,  then,  is 
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a  limitation  prescribed  to  the  exercise  of  the  steward’s  office, 
the  exact  observance  of  which  limitation,  constitutes  fidelity. 
To  exceed  that  limitation,  is  to  depart  from  fidelity  in  the 
same  degree  and  proportion.  In  the  exercise  of  that  defined 
office,  the  steward  of  Christ  is  to  act  with  universal  love  or 
charity ;  but,  he  may  not  act  with  arbitrary  or  discretional 
liberality ,  because,  no  one  may  be  liberal  of  the  property  of 
anothcry  only  of  his  owny  and,  more  especially,  if  it  is  con¬ 
fided  to  his  trust.  The  steward  of  God’s  mysteries ,  therefore, 
is  to  resist  their  adversary ;  “  not  to  account  him  an  enemy, 
“  but  to  admonish  him  as  a  brother”  (2  Thess.  iii.  15):  at 
the  same  time,  he  is  to  beware,  that  in  exercising  that 
ckarity ,  he  does  not  outstep  its  bound,  and  trespass  into  a 
liberality  irreconcilable  with  fidelity.  When  prompted  to 
exceed  the  bound,  it  behoves  him  to  question  himself  rigidly, 
after  the  example  of  St.  Paul :  “Do  I  now  seek  to  please 
“  men?  for,  if  I  still  ( sought )  to  please  men,  I  should  not  be 
“  a  servant  of  Christ .”  (Gal.  i.  9.)  Liberality  in  a  steward , 
says,  “  Thou  owest  my  lord  an  hundred;  take  back  thy  bond, 
and  write  fifty*'  (Luke,  xvi.  6.) 

Ver.  4.  though  I  am  conscious  in  myself  of  nothing.] 
ov&ev  yag  evvoiba.  —  Vulg.}  *  nihil  enim  mihi  conscius 

‘  sum*  Wiclif,  ‘  I  am  nothing  overtrowynye  ( conscious ,  Gloss.) 
*  to  myself  ’  Erasmus  preserves  the  reading  of  the  Vulgate, 
and  subjoins  in  a  note:  “  An  Latino  dicatur,  nihil  sum  con- 
“  sciusy  quemadmoduni  dicitur,  non  sum  id  ncsciusf  non  satis 
“  apud  me  liquet.  Grace  verbum  est,  nihil  mihi  conscio. 
“  Sic  ct  Horatius, 

“  Nil  conscire  sibiy  nulla  pallescere  culpa.'  ” 

St.  Paul’s  meaning,  clearly  conveyed  in  the  Latin  (and  also 
in  WidiFs  translation,  by  substituting  1  conscious'  for  his 
‘  overtrowynge’)y  is  altogether  lost  in  the  alteration  of  Wiclif’s 
revisers,  *  I  know  nothing  by  myself .'  The  apostle’s  argument 
is,  '  though  my  conscience  accuses  me  not,  I  am  not  therefore 
1  justified  before  God  ;  for,  it  is  God  only  that  can  pronounce 
‘  my  justification.’  Burton,  and  Bloomfield,  have  sufficiently 
exposed  the  true  interpretation  in  their  notes;  but,  the 
benefit  of  their  exposition  does  not  reach  the  reader  only  of 
the  English. 
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Ver.  12.  of  the  world.']  tom  xoapou: — Vulg.,  ‘  hujus  mundi:' 
Wiclif,  ‘this  world:' — not,  *  the  earth]  as  in  our  revised 
version ;  for  which  reading  there  i9  no  MS.  authority. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  8.  Therefore  let  us  keep  the  feast]  namely,  because 
to  <xa<sya  ijfiuv  erutfjj,  Xg/ffro$  —  “  Christ,  our  Pa9Sover,  is  slain." 
Keeping  the  feast  of  the  Passover  (as  we  have  seen)  wa9 
not  eating  the  Passover ;  the  feast-day  followed  the  day  of 
the  slaughter  of  the  Passover,  though  it  bore  its  name.  (See 
Annot.  to  John,  xviii.  28.) 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  22.  Glorify  God  in  your  body.]  The  Vat.  and  all 
the  most  ancient  MSS.  close  the  paragraph  with  this  clause. 
The  later  copies  have  sought  improvement,  by  adding  the 
concluding  clause  of  the  common  text,  “  and  of  your  spirits, 
“  which  are  God's."  That  the  reading  should  have  been 
“  strenuously  defended  by  Matthaei”  (as  Bloomfield  observes), 
was  a  matter  in  course;  since  he  was  a  strenuous  defender 
of  the  Constant,  texts:  Scholz,  however,  ha9  perceived  the 
necessity  of  excluding  it.  Dr.  Bloomfield  further  observes, 
“  that  the  clause  might  have  been  added  to  correspond  to 
“  verses  16,  17,  19;”  and  we  see,  that  such  was  the  fact. 
Though,  assuredly,  God  is  to  be  glorified  in  our  spirits ,  yet, 
in  this  place,  the  apostle  i9  exclusively  inculcating  the  sanctity 
of  the  body. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  3.  her  due.]  o^g/Xjjv*.  —  So  read  all  the  most  ancient 
MSS.  The  modern  Vulgate  also,  and  the  old  Latin  version  in 
Tertullian,  render  ‘  debitum;  whence  Wiclif  renders  1  dette.' 
otpeiXn,  signifies  1  a  due ,  or  debt;*  and  the  context  sufficiently 
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shews,  that  it  here  intends  ‘  conjugate  debitum,’  or  what  is 
called,  the  ‘  conjugal  right ;  so  that  it  was  unnecessary  to 
express  the  sense  of  conjugal ,  the  injunction  pointing,  exclu¬ 
sively,  to  the  mutual  claims  of  husband  and  wife.  But,  some 
later  philoponist,  not  apprehending  the  apostle's  real  mean¬ 
ing,  and  assuming  that  it  respected  t/^jj —  ‘  honour ,’  or  turn  a 
— ‘  benevolence  *  falsely  paraphrased  opi\nvy  by  ops/Xo^eviji*  ripriv, 
or  ewo/av ;  which  reading  has  expelled  the  primitive  reading, 
and  has  established  itself  in  the  received  text.  To  reverse  the 
conclusion,  and  to  regard  ope/Xrjv  as  a  gloss  on  opiXo/hevijv  euvota vy 
or  npnv,  when  no  one  ancient  MS.  has  ewo/av  or  rifii jv  in  its 
text,  is  not  reconcilable  to  any  principle  of  critical  exposition. 
Our  version,  following  the  rec.  text,  has  rendered  ‘  due 
1  benevolence ;  yet  Macknight,  who  accepts  this  rendering, 
is  constrained  to  endeavour  to  force  on  it  the  former  inter¬ 
pretation,  ‘  conjugate  debitum 

Ver.  5.  Deprive  not  one  the  other,  &c.]  The  Vat.  and  all 
the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions,  read  this  verse  thus : 

fi-vj  artoaregeirt  aXXqXoug,  u  {hi\  n  ex  oufhfpwvoo  rrgog  xa/gov,  iva  <Syo- 
Xaffij  re  ry  <r^oaevyr}'  xai  rraX/v  em  to  ay  to  jjte,  ivu.  [hr\  iyxag 

o  Sarawag  8ta  rtjv  axgasiciv :  the  additions  of  the  junior  MSS., 
in  the  received  text,  have  impaired  the  simplicity  of  the 
injunction. 

Ver.  25.  accounted  by  the  Lord  to  be  faithful.]  The  words 
iri  all  the  copies,  ijXejj/Mvos  uto  Kug/ou  iriarog  eivai,  have  given 
constant  trouble  to  expositors  to  extract  a  sense,  by  various 
modes  of  ingenious  violence  ;  as  may  be  seen  in  the  notes  of 
Macknight  and  Bloomfield.  In  1  Tim.  i.  11,  St.  Paul  says, 

yag/v  eyu  rtfi  X.  I.  Kyg/yj  ji/mu/v,  on  kiotov  {he  jjy»jffaro,  0e/j.evog  eig 
6/axowav.  Since  we  have  found,  by  experience,  a  multitude 
of  words  that  have  been  exchanged  in  MSS.,  in  manifest 
consequence  of  their  having  the  same  initial  and  termination , 
but  written  with  abbreviation  ( Pref .  pp.  74,  75),  we  are 
warranted  to  infer,  that  the  apostle’s  word  in  this  place  was 
riyovfhevogf  DOt  i]Xet}(J,tvog. 

Ver.  28.  a  virgin]  i.  e.  betrothed  virgin.  The  apostle 
speaks,  throughout  this  context,  with  relation  to  marriage; 
and  (as  he  shews  in  ver.  37)  with  relation  to  virgins  in  the 
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position  of  the  Blessed  Virgin,  after  she  had  been  ‘  betrothed  ’ 
to  Joseph,  and  before  they  had  ‘  come  together and  his 
instruction  points  to  the  latter  circumstance. 

Ver.  34.  And  there  i9  difference  in  the  woman  also.] 
Having  stated  the  distinction  between  the  married  and  the 
unmarried  many  St.  Paul  now  states  a  similar  distinction 
between  the  unmarried  woman  (whether  widow  or  virgin) 
and  the  married  woman.  The  Vat.  MS.  reads,  and  distri¬ 
butes,  thus:  xa/  /AS/itgiorai  xa/  7}  ywn'  7}  aya/Log,  xa /  sragflevog — 
ri  be  yajtqgaffa,  See.  The  yvvT)  ayafj.og —  ‘  the  unmarried  wife, 
in  this  place,  answers  to  the  yuvtj  e\eu0ega  arro  rou  vo/iou  —  ‘  the 
‘  wife  freed  from  the  law,*  in  Rom.  vii.  3;  whom,  with  the 
virgin,  the  apostle  here  opposes  to  n  ya^gaga — ‘  she  that  is 
1  married * 

Ver.  37.  and  not  as  ought  to  be  done.]  The  Alex.  MS. 
reads  rovro  (omitted  by  Scholz),  for  the  general  reading, 
oorug ;  which  shews,  that  the  original  reading  has  been  dis¬ 
turbed.  On  which  ground,  an  apprehension  presents  itself, 
suggested  by  the  sense  of  the  preceding  context,  that  ourwg 
has  been  a  mistaken  reading  for  ov%  i»g  (i.  e.  a gyyiiwtiv — xa/ 

ov%  wg  opuXei  ymaOou) :  from  a  compend  O\AJL)CO(J)GIX0I, 
in  the  undivided  text. 

Ver.  39.  he  who  taheth  his  virgin  in  marriage.]  The  Vat. 
and  Alex.  MSS.  read  yap^m  in  this  clause,  and  all  the  most 
ancient  copies  read  the  same  in  the  next  clause.  The  junior 
texts  have  substituted  exya/x/^w v;  by  which  substitution,  the 
apostle’s  reasoning  in  this  argument  has  been  obscured  and 
confounded ;  assuming,  that  he  is  speaking  of  1  giving  in 
4  marriage/  while  he  is  speaking  of  1  taking  in  marriage/ 
or,  as  it  is  expressed  in  Matt.  i.  20,  <ragaXa/3a>v  ri)v  yvmixa — 
1  taking  for  a  wife  :*  by  which  misapprehension,  the  persons 
whom  the  apostle  had  in  his  view,  are  converted  into  those 
of  father  and  daughter ,  who  were  not  in  his  contemplation. 
E xyafufyiv — 4  to  marry  outf  pertains  to  the  parent — oi  ymtg 
eyyccfjji^eiv  roug  ibioug  xaioag  ( Steph .  Th.)  \  but  yafiifyiv,  to 
the  marrying  party.  These  terms  appear  to  have  been 
Hellenistic,  or  provincial ;  for,  they  are  not  found  in  the 
classical  Greek  writers,  nor  in  Pollux’s  Onomosticon.  The 
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apostle’s  purpose,  in  this  place,  evidently  regards  the  consum¬ 
mating  a  marriage  between  parties  already  engaged  to  eacli 
other;  and  therefore  shews  us,  that  we  are  to  understand 
in  the  sense  of  taking  in  marriage. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  8.  Some  through  custom  of  the  idol.]  The  Vat.  and 
Alex.  MSS.  read,  <suvrt6ucf. —  ‘  custom ,’  not  eumb-rtsu — 1  con- 
*  science ,’  as  the  common  text ;  which  former  reading  is  not 
noticed  by  Macknight,  or  by  Bloomfield  :  it  is  nevertheless 
elucidatory  of  the  apostle’s  meaning,  but  has  been  changed 
to  auvudiiffti,  from  <suviAr,<ng  which  follows. 

Ver.  9.  neither  if  we  eat  it  noty  &c.]  The  Vat.  MS. 
reads  this  passage  thus :  ours  tav  /ly)  tpuywptv  t)  GrsgovfieQa,  oure 
sav  ipayufitv  rr^iaaoufieQa..  The  Alex.y  thus:  oure  eav  pr)  paywfLEv 
TEg/rtUO/MEV,  OUT  6  EdV  tpayiufLEV  U  gregoufieda,.  The  rec.  text,  thus: 
oute  yag  eav  (payufitv  vregiaotvo/tEv,  oure  euv  imv\  (payufMEv,  umgou^efJa. 
In  this  disordered  passage,  the  apostle  points  to  those  persons 
who,  in  the  pride  of  knowledge,  regarded  themselves  as 
superior  to  others,  whom,  from  being  under  the  influence  of 
scruples  from  which  themselves  were  free,  they  regarded  as 
their  inferiors  in  knowledge ;  and  he  affirms,  that  no  such 
disparity  exists  between  them,  in  the  sight  of  God. 

Ver.  12.]  St.  Paul  is  here  speaking  to  a  point  widely 
different  from  scruples  about  eating  flesh  or  eating  herbs 
(Rom.  xiv.  2).  The  reading,  anoXve,  in  Rom.  xiv.  17,  if  not  a 
transcriptural  error,  would  seem  to  have  been  there  changed 
to  a-roXXue,  to  make  it  correspond  in  sense  with  anoXarcuy  in 
this  place.  Whereas,  the  cases  are  essentially  different : 
the  one,  regarding  an  action  by  which  we  may  force  an  over- 
scrupulous  person  to  separate  himself  from  us,  and  so  cause 
disunion ,  in  the  sense  of  aireXyot'ro,  in  Acts,  xxviii.  25  ;  the 
other,  an  action  by  which  we  may  tempt  a  fluctuating  mind 
to  disregard  the  admonition  of  conscience,  and  so  involve 
itself  in  the  crime  and  penalty  of  idolatry.  (See  An  not.  to 
Rom.  xiv.  17.) 
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CHAPTER  IX. 

Ver.  1.  Am  not  I  free?  am  not  I  an  apostle?]  This  is 
the  order  in  which  the  words  are  read  in  the  Vat.,  Alex.,  and 
some  other  MSS.  and  ancient  versions,  and  in  which  they 
are  quoted  by  Origen,  Tertullian,  and  Augustin.  The  change 
of  the  order  in  the  junior  MSS.,  probably  resulted  from  a 
mistaken  reverence  to  the  style  of  apostle ,  which  was  regarded 
a9  entitled  to  the  first  place  in  the  enumeration,  in  an  age 
declining  towards  superstition.  The  Latin  retains  the 
primitive  order;  we  read,  therefore,  in  Wiclifs  version, 
“  Whethir  I  am  not  free?  am  I  not  apostle?”  Dr.  Bloom¬ 
field  leans  to  the  rec.  reading;  but,  my  best  judgment  urges 
me  to  a  contrary  inclination. 

Ver.  21.  ( though  I  am  not  under  the  law.)]  This  paren¬ 
thesis,  found  in  the  Fat.  and  all  the  most  ancient  MSS.,  ha9 
lapsed  from  the  later  copies  which  have  formed  our  received 
text,  through  the  o/^o/or.,  vno  vo/aov — ucro  vopov.  Scholz  has 
restored  the  clause.  Bloomfield  rejects  it,  with  a  very  just 
remark,  hut  which  would  have  been  better  applied  to  Luke, 
xxii.  43,  44  (rec.  text)  ;  John,  v.  4  ;  and  John,  viii.  1-11  : 
“  Surely,  nothing  dubious  ought  to  be  admitted  into  the 
*  sure  word  *  of  the  *  book  of  life.’  ”  (See  Pref.  p.  43.) 


CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  3.  rock  that  followed.]  Of  all  examples  of  traditional 
inertia  of  interpretation,  none  is  more  remarkable  than  that 
which  occurs  in  the  interpretation  of  the  word  axoXou0ou<r7j$ — 
' followed ,’  in  tliis  passage.  The  apostle  reverts,  first,  to  the 
miracle  of  the  '  manna,'  which  supplied  the  Israelites  with 
food  in  the  desert ;  and  next,  to  that  of  the  ‘  rock,’  which 
{ followed'  the  former  miracle,  and  which  supplied  them  with 
water.  The  former  miracle  is  related  in  Exod.  xvi.  14 :  the 
latter  miracle,  which  1  followed  it  ’ — a xo\ovdova7)s,  is  related 
in  the  * following '  chapter,  xvii.  5.  This  is,  obviously,  the 
simple  and  sole  meaning  of  the  word  *  followed,'  in  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  sacred  writer;  but,  a  dull  and  superstitious  age 
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required  u  more  exciting  interpretation,  and  therefore  it  was 
wildly  devised,  that  “  the  water  from  the  rock  became  a 
11  river,  which  ‘  followed *  the  Israelites  during  the  thirty- 
“  seven  years  of  their  journeying  from  Mount  Sinai,  and  at 
"  last  discharged  itself  into  the  Red  Sea.”  This  monstrum 
of  interpretation  lias  kept  its  authority,  in  spite  of  the  illu¬ 
mination  of  the  latter  uges ;  and  is  adopted,  even  by  the 
learned  and  laborious  Macknight.  If  that  respectable  com¬ 
mentator  had  reflected  for  a  moment  on  his  allegation,  of  a 
‘  river  following  '  a  company,  he  would  have  discerned  in¬ 
ternal  evidence  of  its  incongruity.  Those  writers,  on  the 
other  hand,  who  were  sensible,  as  Dr.  Bloomfield  says,  that 
“  the  whole  of  this  interpretation  was  a  mere  superstitious 
“  notion,  resting  on  no  solid  foundation,”  still  overlooked 
the  plain  and  obvious  meaning  of  the  word,  axoXovOouaTis — 
‘followed;*  and  expounded  it  in  a  figurative  and  rnystical 
sense,  equally  remote  from  the  truth,  as  the  superstitious 
one.  The  force,  therefore,  of  that  word  is  confined  to  signify, 
merely,  the  succession  of  the  miracle  of  the  ‘  rock,'  to  that 
of  the  '  manna;'  which  succession ,  is  a  fact  of  historical 
record. 

Ver.  26.]  The  authority,  here  conceded  by  the  apostle  to 
believers,  of  accepting  the  invitation  of  an  unbeliever,  a  Qt\u 
—  ‘  if  he  will  or  wishes'  to  do  so,  forms  a  notable  contrast  to 
the  restricting  doctrines  of  some  morose  casts  of  Christians, 
who  have  appeared  in  every  succeeding  age.  “  Let  your 
11  light  shine  before  men,"  &c.,  said  our  Lord,  Matt.  v.  19. 

Ib.]  The  junior  copies  have  added  to  this  verse,  a 
quotation  from  the  Greek  version  of  Ps.  xxiv.  1,  rou  Kvpov 
yrj,  xai  to  rzXrjgufia  oturjjs  —  ‘  The  earth  is  the  Lord's,  and  the 
*  fulness  thereof.'  This  quotation  exists  in  none  of  the  most 
ancient  MSS.  or  versions,  so  that  it  is  rejected  by  Scholz. 
It  is,  therefore,  a  demonstrated  interpolation ,  by  every  rule 
of  critical  decision ;  and  was  probably  a  marginal  observation, 
afterwards  copied  into  the  text. 

Ver.  32.  1  strive  to  please  all  men ,  in  all  things.']  Yet 
the  same  apostle  says,  in  Gal.  i.  9,  “  if  I  still  pleased  men, 
“  I  should  not  be  a  servant  of  Christ.”  If  there  are  any 
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passages  in  Scripture  demanding  more  minute  attention  than 
others  from  annotators,  it  is  undeniably  those  that  appear  to 
contain  a  direct  opposition  or  contradiction.  Such  is  remark¬ 
ably  the  case  of  these  two  passages.  But,  as  the  candour  of 
sound  criticism  has  established  for  an  axiom,  that  no  upright 
and  able  writer  contradicts  himself ,  it  is  more  just  to  shew 
the  reconciliation,  than  to  evade  it.  The  objects,  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  which  the  apostle  was  speaking,  were  different  in  the 
two  occasions.  In  the  first,  the  subject  in  question  was  only 
the  freedom  of  eating  all  articles  of  food,  without  discrimina¬ 
tion  and  scruple ;  and  he  states,  that  in  the  presence  of  those 
who  entertain  scruples ,  and  are  offended  by  witnessing  his 
exercise  of  that  freedom,  he  will  abstain  from  using  it,  to 
please  the  objector.  Widely  different  was  the  latter  occasion, 
which  regarded  fidelity  in  declaring  the  revealed  truths  com¬ 
mitted  to  his  charge.  In  preaching  these,  he  avows,  that  he 
did  not  seek  to  please  men,  but  God ;  and  would  not  vary 
the  Gospel  he  had  preached  at  the  first,  to  accommodate  any 
requisition  of  men.  11  This  (observes  Macknight,  on  Gal. 
“  i.  10)  is  a  cutting  reproof  to  all  those  ministers,  who  either 
“  alter  or  conceal  the  doctrines  of  the  Gospel,  for  fear  of 
“  displeasing  their  hearers ,  or  to  gain  popularity ”  (See 
Annot.  to  ch.  iv.  2.) 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  9.  Something  above  her  head.]  i%ov<nav: — The  pri¬ 
mary  and  simple  sense  of  e%ovcr/a,  from  and  eif&i,  must  be 
rendered  in  Latin  by  the  word  (of  base  Latin  ity)  1  existential 
since  that  language  will  not  allow  the  more  literal  reading, 
*  ex-entia .’  “  Ens,  et  entia ,  ex  Grseco  formata,  cur  tan- 

u  topere  aspememur  nihil  video,”  says  Quintillian,  Instit . 
viii.  3.  On  which  account,  Cicero  uses  the  verb  ‘  exsto/  to 
express  the  position  of  a  crown  or  chaplet ,  placed  on  the 
head :  “  In  Lysandri  statuae  capite  Delphis,  exstitit  corona 
“  ex  herbis.”  —  ( JDe  Eiv.  ii.  c.  32.)  e%ov<r:af  therefore,  sig¬ 
nifies  nothing  more  than  the  (r/)  xar a  xeipaXTjg  in  v.  3 — 
‘  something  on  the  head'  The  notion  of  a  ‘  veil/  which  has 
been  coupled  with  this  word  (in  the  Latin  version,  ‘  velato 
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eapite’),  however  natural,  is  an  arbitrary  and  unwarranted 
supplement,  not  implied  in  any  part  of  the  context ;  it  is 
not  the  concealment  of  the  face,  but  a  covering  on  the  head, 
of  which  St.  Paul  speaks  here ;  and  such  covering ,  women 
notoriously  wear  in  all  countries.  To  explain  the  word, 
efou<wa,  the  most  whimsical  imaginations  have  been  resorted 
to.  “It  appears,”  says  Michaelis  (In  trod.  i.  167),  “  to  have 
“  been  the  name  of  a  woman’s  head-dress,  or  veil,  in  fashion 
“  at  that  time  in  Corinth :  —  and  St.  Paul  would  have  been 
“  blamable  in  avoiding  the  use  of  a  term  which  custom  had 
11  established.”  “  That  f£ovaa,  in  1  Cor.  xi.  10,  means  a  veil,” 
says  Marsh,  “  is  admitted  by  most  critics,  but  they  are  not 
“  unanimous  in  the  mode  of  accounting  for  it;”  and  that 
learned  translator  proceeds,  in  an  extended  note,  to  deviate 
as  far  from  the  simple  explanation  of  the  word,  as  his  author. 
(Ib.  pp.  434,  435.)  The  secondary  sense  of  e^ovffia,  in  which 
it  signifies  *  power,'  results  from  the  primary  sense,  ‘  exstans, 
being  understood  in  the  sense  of  ‘  eminens ;  as  in  the  ‘  tallest 
‘  jtoppies ,  by  which  Tarquin  emblematically  pointed  out  the 
most  eminent ,  and  therefore  the  most  -powerful ,  persons  in 
Rome.  This  sense,  also,  has  been  spuriously  introduced  in 
this  place  by  the  Latin  interpreter,  who  rendered  *  potestatem; 
and  from  thence,  our  revisers,  under  the  sanction  of  Erasmus, 
have  rendered  *  power'  But  it  is  remarkable,  that  Wiclif 
rendered,  1  the  woman  schal  have  an  hilyng  on  hir  heed,’ 
which  the  Glossary  explains  by  1  cover  *  This  primitive  sense, 
is  plainly  that  intended  by  the  apostle;  but,  from  whence 
Wiclif  drew  his  interpretation,  I  am  not  able  to  discover. 
dia  rovg  ctyyeX ou$  —  ‘  because  of  the  angels,'  appears  to  be  a 
genuine  reading,  from  its  being  that  of  all ,  even  the  most 
ancient  MSS. ;  and  to  have  become  obscure,  from  its  refer¬ 
ence  having  been  contemporaneous  with  the  writer.  It  pro¬ 
bably  intended  “  the  angels  (or  chosen  rulers)  of  the  several 
“  churches ”  Compare  1  Tim.  v.  21,  and  Rev.  i.  20.  Schoiz 
has  collected  the  several  conjectural  readings  proposed  instead 
of  ayytXoug ,  viz.  cyXoug,  avSgag,  ayeXoug ,  a-x ayskoug,  ayeXcuoug, 
5/a/3oXoug ;  to  which  we  have  to  add,  syyeXwrag.  (Pref.  p.  43.) 

Ver.  10.  The  woman  is  not  separate  from  the  man,  nor 
the  man  from  the  woman.]  In  this  order  the  passage  stands, 
in  every  MS.  claiming  authority  from  high  antiquity.  The 
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junior  MSS.  have  reversed  the  order,  to  make  *  man  precede 
‘  woman  in  the  sentence ;  on  a  similar  principle  to  that  with 
which  they  reversed  the  order  in  c.  ix.  1.  Yet  the  next  verse 
shews,  that  ywr>  preceded  av>jg,  in  the  order  in  which  the 
apostle  was  then  reasoning. 

Ver.  24.  This  is  my  body.]  The  same  most  ancient  MSS. 
have  not  Xafiere,  payers —  *  Take ,  eat ,’  in  this  place  ;  but  only 
in  Matt.  xxvi.  26;  from  whence  the  junior  copies  have  supplied 
it  here,  on  the  vicious  principle  of  improving  and  completing. 

Ver.  27.  in  a  manner  unworthy  of  the  Lord.]  rov  Kugiov 
ava%  gwg: — The  Vat,  MS.  so  reads:  it  is  read  in  MS.  2,  Wetst., 
avagtae  rov  Ku^/ou,  and  is  so  quoted  by  Origen,  Basil,  and 
Chrysostom  :  some  MSS.  cited  by  Wetstein  and  Birch  read, 
tc  vorqgiov  tou  Kvgiou  ava^eug  rov  K ugiou,  uniting  the  two  readings. 
But  it  is  evident,  in  these  variations,  that  rov  Kvgiou  is  the 
object  of  avageug,  whether  it  precedes  that  word,  as  in  this 
place,  or  follows  it,  as  in  Col.  i.  10.  The  adverb,  avageug, 
does  not  stand  absolutely,  without  its  relative  object  to  de¬ 
termine  its  sense,  as  in  our  common  version  ( unworthily ) ; 
where,  by  its  vagueness,  it  has  caused  arbitrary  and  erro¬ 
neous  interpretations. 

Ver.  29.  not  considering  the  body.]  m  diaxgivuv  to  eufia : — 
So  the  Vat.  and  Alex.  MSS.,  and  the  Copt,  version.  Later 
copies  have  added,  for  completion  of  the  sentence  (as  it  were 
in  Italics ),  rou  K vgiov — 1  of  the  Lord;  which  addition  im¬ 
pairs,  rather  than  improves,  the  sentence.  It  was,  however, 
established  in  the  received  text,  and  was,  therefore,  embodied 
in  our  version. 


CHAPTER  XII. 

Ver.  3.  Jesus  is  the  Lord.]  Kvgtog  T?j<rous,  is  the  reading  of 
the  Vat.,  Ephr.,  and  Alex.  MSS.,  and  of  every  ancient 
version;  as  the  words  of  the  speaker.  The  junior  MSS. 
have  paraphrastically  made  them  the  words  of  the  writer , 
by  changing  them  to  the  acc.  case.  In  the  former  case,  eon 
is  understood  ;  in  the  latter,  uvea. 


Cii<*p.  XIII- 


I.  CORINTHIANS. 


3G3 


lb.  No  one  can  say,  “  Jesus  is  the  Lord,”  but  by  the  Holy 
Spirit.]  This  declaration  of  the  apostle  is  positive,  unequi¬ 
vocal,  and  absolute,  and  is  not  to  be  gainsaid  by  man :  it 
certifies  to  us,  that  every  individual  who  obtains  conviction 
that  Jesus  is  the  Lord,  and  who  pronounces  that  conviction, 
does  so  under  the  aid  and  influence  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  That 
Holy  Spirit,  therefore,  has  vouchsafed  to  act  on  the  mind  of 
every  such  individual.  But,  the  extent  of  that  action,  under 
the  dispensation  of  the  New  Covenant ,  has  not  been  confined 
to  such  as  yield  to  its  operation :  as  will  be  revealed  to  the 
whole  world,  in  the  day  when  God’s  secret  dealings  with  his 
human  creatures,  severally,  shall  be  disclosed  for  his  own 
vindication,  however  closely  they  may  now  keep  the  record 
sealed  in  their  own  breasts.  The  gracious  inward  appliances 
of  that  Holy  Spirit,  are  either  resisted,  or  admitted.  Where 
they  are  admitted,  the  admission  is  manifested  by  two  different 
phenomena.  If  they  find  pride  in  the  heart,  they  are  received 
and  regarded  as  a  special  selecting  grace  to  the  individual, 
distinguishing  him  from  and  raising  him  above  the  general 
mass  of  his  fellow  Christians.  If  they  find  humility ,  they  are 
accepted  with  humble  and  prostrate  thankfulness,  as  an  indi¬ 
vidual  allotment  of  a  grace  proffered  and  distributed  to  all. 
For,  the  heart  cannot  be  insensible  to,  or  unaware  of,  those 
gracious  applications  ;  and  thus  it  is,  that  “  he  who  believeth, 
“  hath  the  witness  in  himself."  (1  John,  v.  10.)  The  parable 
of  the  Pharisee  and  the  Publican,  therefore,  extends  its 
application  to  the  members  of  the  Christian,  no  less  than  it 
did  to  those  of  the  Jewish  church ;  for,  the  innate  qualities 
of  man,  are  the  same  under  both  Covenants. 

Ver.  8.  a  measure.']  \oyo(  here  signifies,  proportion,  ration. 

Ver.  9.  one  and  the  same  Spirit.]  The  Vat.  and  Alex. 
MSS.  here  read  m,  not  avry,  which  the  junior  texts  have 
substituted,  from  the  preceding  clause. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  1.  and  have  not  love.']  ayunw  bz  /tr,  :  —  If  the 
Latin  version  had  not  rendered  aya*r, ,  in  this  place,  by 
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4  charitas*  instead  of  ‘  amor — love ,’  we  should  not  have  found 
the  word  4  charity  *  in  our  English  version.  But  Wiclif,  who 
only  knew  the  Latin  Scripture,  adopted  from  it  that  word, 
and  rendered,  4  and  I  have  not  charite  *  When  the  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  Greek  was  acquired  by  our  learned  reformers, 
the  first  revisers  of  Wiclif  were  sensible  of  the  unsuitableness 
of  this  translation,  and  rendered  this  clause,  4  and  yet  had  no 
4  love ,’  a9  it  is  printed  in  the  4  Newe  Testament  in  Englishe 
‘  and  Latin ,  of  1548;’  and  they  rendered  ayarrri — ‘  love,’ 
throughout  this  chapter.  Our  last  revisers  abandoned  this 
sound  correction  of  their  immediate  predecessors ;  and 
brought  back  the  Latinising  4  charity  *  of  Wiclif,  who  was 
only  excusable  for  employing  that  word,  because  he  trans¬ 
lated  from  a  Latin  text,  in  ignorance  of  its  Greek  original. 

Ver.  5.  noteth  not  injury.  ]  ou  Xoy/^era/  to  xa ytov : — *  Dr. 
Bloomfield  has  exactly  seized  the  apostle’s  meaning;  44 docs 
“  not  enter  it  in  a  note-book ,  for  future  revenge ,”  or  resent¬ 
ment. 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

Ver.  1.  that  ye  may  jirophesy.']  'rgopTiTsvyre : —  for  the 
Gospel  sense  of  <rgop7j reuw,  see  Annot.  to  Matt.  xxvi.  68.  The 
word  signifies  here,  4  expound .’ 

Ver.  2.  another  tongue.]  As  the  Greek  expresses  only 
yXueffri — 4  tongue the  quality  designed,  but  unexpressed, 
must  be  gathered  from  the  context,  which  shews,  that  the 
apostle  means,  a  language  foreign  to  that  of  the  auditors, 
and,  therefore,  not  known  to  them :  which  the  Greek  writers 
called  <puvn  gevigovcra,  and  gjwxa — 4  a  foreign  speech.'  (J.  Pol¬ 
lux,  lib.  iii.  §  59.)  In  this  relative  sense,  our  last  revisers 
unadvisedly  supplied  the  unexpressed  quality  by  the  adjective, 
4  unknown  *  Wiclif  did  not  supply  the  quality,  but  rendered, 
4  speaketh  in  tunge ,’  from  the  Latin,  4  loquitur  lingua ,’  which 
rendering  was  preserved  by  his  revisers  of  the  16th  century 
(ed.  1548).  But,  we  learn  from  ver.  21,  that  we  are  to 
supply  erega  — 4  other;  not  aymarji  — 4  unknown .’  We  have 
had  lamentable  proof  of  the  abuse  to  which  the  latter  inju- 
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dicious  rendering  can  be  perverted  in  the  hands  of  ignorant 
or  insidious  enthusiasm,  by  assuming  the  tenn  to  mean,  *  a 
1  tongue  unknown  to  all  mankind ;  and  from  thence,  by  an 
impious  inference,  supernatural  and  divine;  instead  of  rela¬ 
tively,  *  unknown  to  another  people And  yet,  after  all, 
*  unknown*  is  not  the  apostle's  word,  but  only  an  Italic 
supplement  suggested  by  the  English  revisers  of  the  17th 
century. 

Ver.  10.  None  without  a  meanin<j.\  This  sense,  all  inter¬ 
preters  ascribe  to  apwvov,  in  this  place,  directed  by  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  the  context;  yet,  no  such  meaning  pertains  to  that 
Greek  word.  The  apostle  plainly  intended  the  same  as 
Virgil,  in  JEn.  x.  640. 

— - -  “  dat  inania  verba ; 

“  Dat  sine  mente  sonum," 

which  is  the  signification  of  a  <p%w,  from  a  and  pgqp  —  *  mens' 
And  this  sense  will  guide  us  to  see,  that  the  apostle  wrote 
apgov,  a  word  frequently  employed  by  him ;  and  which,  in  a 
compendious  form,  wpov,  might  easily  have  been  read  a <pwvov 
by  an  unskilful  copyist,  governed  by  the  presence  of  <puwv 
immediately  preceding. 

Ver.  33.  For  they  are  not  spirits  of  disorder.]  The  sin¬ 
gular,  ten,  has  caused  a  vitiation  of  this  passage,  by  suggesting 
the  introduction  of  a  singular  nominative  to  agree  with  it, 
namely,  6  Geos — 4  God'  Whereas,  in  the  reading  of  Ter- 
tullian,  as  early  as  the  second  or  third  century,  tan  referred 
to  the  neuter  plural,  “  Et  spiritus  prophetarum 

“  prophetis  subditi  sunt  —  non  enim  eversionis  sunt ,  sed 
“  pads.”  The  Greek,  therefore,  stood  thus :  ou  ya*  tanv 
axu6ai><fia.s  {-rveufiara),  aXX’  ei^vr/g.  This  early  external  testi¬ 
mony,  combined  with  the  force  of  the  internal  testimony  of 
the  context,  is  sufficient  evidence,  that  Geos  ha9  been  unskil¬ 
fully  inserted  by  philoponists  here,  as  Geos,  Kugiog,  Xg«rros, 
have  been  intruded  into  many  other  passages  of  the  sacred 
text. 

Ver.  38.  Let  him  be  ignorant.']  Wetstein  pertinently  refers, 
for  an  exposition  of  this  passage,  to  that  in  Rev.  xxii.  1 1  : 
“  7/e  that  is  unjust,  let  him  be  unjust  still,”  &c. 
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CHAPTER  XV. 

Ver.  4.  And  that,  on  the  third  day,  he  rose  again  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Scriptures .]  The  prediction  was  directed  to  Christ’s 
‘  rising  again]  before  he  should  ‘  see  corruption;  not  to  the 
*  third  day]  by  specification.  We  collect,  from  the  r eragraiog 
of  Martha,  that  corruption  was  regarded  as  commencing 
from  the  third  day ;  so  that,  ‘  on  the  third  day]  and  1  before 
1  corruption]  were  equivalent  phrases.  (Above,  p.  275.) 

Ver.  5.  and  then  by  the  ten .]  The  printed  texts  read,  tntiru, 
tois  6u)8txa  ;  and  plausible  reasons  have  been  urged  by  all  com¬ 
mentators  for  the  apostle’s  using  the  word,  Mixa  —  ‘  twelve ] 
Those  reasons,  however,  are  only  plausible.  The  number  had 
been  reduced  to  eleven  ;  St.  Paul  deducts  one  more,  namely, 
Kephas.  On  such  occasions,  the  apostles  always  spoke  by 
the  remaining  number.  Thus,  in  Matt.  xx.  24  (and  Mark, 
x.  41),  when  the  two  sons  of  Zebedee  had  solicited  certain 
favours  for  themselves,  it  is  said,  *  When  the  ten  heard  it,’  &c. 
And  so,  also,  St.  Paul  speaks  here:  GITXTOICXXGKV, 

i.  e.  «/ra,  rots  8e  dew — *  and  then  to  the  ten ;  the  abbreviated 
8s  having  been  assumed  for  the  Sw  of  ctafoxa,  and  so  intro¬ 
duced,  in  an  early  age,  into  the  text.  (See  Annot.  to  Gal. 

ii.  1.)  The  sacred  writers  have  uniformly  used  the  terms, 
‘  the  ten ’  (as  above),  *  the  eleven  (Luke,  xxiv.  9,  32;  Acts, 
i.  26;  ii.  15),  ‘  the  twelve ’  (passim),  according  to  the  real 
number  of  the  apostles  of  whom  they  were  speaking;  and 
they  have,  in  no  instance,  needed  the  extrication  which  learned 
commentators  have  officiously  contrived  for  them. 

Ver.  8.  as  to  the  infant  not  yet  formed.]  ug  exrgu(ia.n:  — 
“  The  ancients,”  says  Eustathius,  “  called  an  unformed  foetus , 
e xTgufia — txrgcofj, a,  to  rtruxufjiivov  ”  (p.  1175.  42).  The 
figure  here  used  by  St.  Paul,  is  forcibly  illustrative  of  the 
fact  he  intended  to  represent.  To  all  the  other  apostles  our 
Lord  appeared,  after  his  resurrection,  wlieu  they  had  attained 
their  adult  form  in  his  ministry ;  but,  to  St.  Paul,  he  ap¬ 
peared  at  the  first  moment  of  his  spiritual  conception,  and 
before  he  was  formed ,  or  moulded.  The  point  of  the  compari¬ 
son  lies  exclusively  in  this  last  circumstance ;  for,  the  sense 
of  abortion ,  is  in  no  way  applicable  to  that  great  apostle. 
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Ver.  20.  is  risen — the  first  fruit,]  eyriyegra/  —  ctvag%Ji  : — 
So  the  most  ancient  authorities ;  the  later  MSS.  have  inserted 
eyevero —  ‘  become  *  The  Latin  reads,  with  the  primitive  text, 
£  resurrexit — primitive  dormientium  *  wherefore  Wicl if  renders, 
(  rooB  aghen — the  firste  fruyt  of  deede  men.”  Our  revisers, 
governed  by  the  later  or  Const,  text,  have  introduced,  *  and 
i  become.' 

Ver.  24.  when  he  delivereth.]  All  the  ancient  MSS.  have 
ca^a diS(ftr  not  cragaiw. 


Ver.  44.  an  animal  body.']  -vj/y^xov,  not  <pvaixovt  and  there¬ 
fore  not  ‘  naturale ;  but  ‘  animate ,’  as  rendered  in  the  Latin. 
Wiclif  strangely  rendered,  from  the  Vulg.,  1  a  beestli  bodi; 
in  correcting  whom,  our  revisers  would  have  done  well  to 
prefer  *  animal 1  to  ‘  natural.'  (See  Macknight’s  and  Bloom¬ 
field’s  Notes.) 

Ver.  45.  a  life-giving  Spirit.]  fyonotw: — The  obsolete 
word,  ‘  quickening will  not  convey  the  full  force  of  the  Greek 
to  the  modern  English  reader  ;  and  ‘  vivifying ,’  employed 
by  Macknight,  is  adapted  only  to  a  portion  of  readers  :  ‘  life- 
1  giving  *  which  literally  expresses  the  original  word,  is  clearly 
intelligible  to  all. 

Ver.  47.  the  second  man,  is  from  heaven .]  All  the  most 
ancient  authorities,  of  MSS.  and  versions,  read,  6  dwrtgog  avSgu- 
vo<;,  ovgavov  (etfr/v,  und.)  The  later  philoponists  have  inserted 
o  Kt >giog  after  avSgume ;  an  interpolation,  sufficiently  proved 
by  the  above  testimonies,  and  by  its  own  superfluousness. 

Ver.  51.]  This  verse  ha9  been  strangely  tampered  with, 
as  we  learn  from  Jerom.  (See  Scholz’s  Proleg.  p.  xix.)  The 
Vat.  MS.,  however,  reads  it  as  the  common  text,  omitting 
only,  (Liv  :  —  crams  ov  xo(fin^ofLe&at  crams  i«  aWayntafLida. 

Ver.  55,  56.  O  death,  where  i9  thy  victory?  O  death, 
where  is  thy  sting?  The  sting  of  death,”  &c.]  Dr.  Bloomfield 
observes,  “  the  passage  is  from  Hos.  xiii.  14  ;  and  the  apostle's 
“  words  differ  only  by  the  transposition  of  w xo;  and  xtvrgov 
“  ( victory  and  sting)  from  the  ancient  versions;  except,  that 
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“  for  vtxog,  the  Sept,  have  But,  in  the  most  ancient  of 

all  the  existing  MSS.  (Vat.  and  Ephr.)  there  is  no  transposi¬ 
tion  of  8a.va.Tos  and  xevrgov ;  and  the  apostle’s  sentence  pre¬ 
serves  the  same  order  as  in  the  Greek  of  Hosea ;  so  that  the 
transposition  lies  wholly  at  the  door  of  those  MSS.  which  are 
more  recent  than  those  ancient  copies. 

Let  us  trace  this  passage,  of  which  the  diversity  of  reading 
is  very  remarkable,  from  the  Greek  of  Hosea,  through  the 
three  oldest  MSS.,  to  the  received  text: 


IIos.  xiii.  14.  ttou  rj  8ix?i  ffou  davan ;  rtou  to  xzvtqov  aou  o&ijj ; 

1  Cor  f  ‘5roy  <rou  0avaTe  T0  vuxog  ;  irov  oo i>  davan  to  xtVTgov ; 

v  ££  |  Eplir.  mu  ffou  6a.va.Ti  to  vtxog ;  mu  &ou  davan  to  xivrgov  ; 

l A lex.  mu  sou  davan  to  xevrgov ;  mu  sou  (f.8ri  to  vtxog  ; 

Erasm..  Steph.,\  . 

and  rec  J ‘T0U  aou  davan  TO  xwrgov',  mu  sou  aori  to  vtxog. 


The  transposition  in  the  clauses  is,  therefore,  to  be  dated 
from  the  age  of  the  Alex.  MS. ;  for,  the  Vat.  and  Ephr.  keep 
the  order  of  the  Septuagint.  And,  that  xwr^ov  was  in  the 
latter  clause  of  the  apostle,  is  shewn  by  his  immediately 
taking  up  that  word  again,  in  order  to  his  conclusion.  It 
appears,  also,  that  the  apostle  himself  changed  a5rj  to  davan, 
to  accord  with  the  8ava tou  he  was  going  to  express.  (See 
Annot.  to  Matt.  xvi.  18.) 

The  different  forms,  vuxog  and  vtxog,  early  caused  a  very 
needless  perplexity:  “  vuxog ,”  says  Erasmus  on  thi9  place, 
“  si  cum  diphthongo  scribatur,  contentionem  sonat :  sin  secus, 
“  victoriam  significat.”  Accordingly,  Tertullian  quotes  the 
passage  with  indecision :  “  Ubi  est  mors  victoria  vel  con- 
u  tentio  tua?  Ubi  est  mors  aculeus  tuus?”  (Adv.  Marc. 
lib.  v.  c.  10.)  But,  Dr.  Bloomfield  i9  fully  borne  out  in 
attributing  this  diversity  of  form  to  u  an  error  of  scribes” — 
“  (e/  corrumpitur  in  t,  et  contra.1'  Pref.  p.  54.  Canter. 
“  In  nostro  Cod.  (Alex.)  u  pro  /,  et  t  pro  u  ponitur.”  Woide, 
Pref.  p.  vi.) ;  for,  that  the  vuxog  of  the  Vat.  MS.  intended 
the  same  as  the  vtxog  of  the  Ephr.  and  Alex.,  is  shewn  in 
the  preceding  verse,  where  the  first  of  these  copies  reads, 
xanmdr\  6  5 avarog  ug  vuxog ;  demonstrating  a  mere  orthogra¬ 
phical  variation.  But,  “  the  Sept,  have  81x71  instead  of  vtxog.” 
This  is  a  point  of  some  consequence,  considering  that  the 
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Greek  of  Hosea  is  the  exemplar  of  all  the  three  transcripts, 
and  that  none  of  them  read  Six?,.  The  present  Hebrew  text 
of  Hosea  can  afford  us  no  assistance :  to  use  the  words 
of  Bloomfield,  “  it  differs,  indeed,  too  materially  to  admit 
“of  any  mode  of  reconciliation."  This  last  critic  thinks, 

“  that  d/xq  was  only  a  gloss  on  vuxos’  taken  in  the  sense  of 
(  contentio .’  Perhaps,  the  best  solution  will  be  found  in  the 
example  pointed  out  by  Valpy,  in  the  Index  to  his  Stepk. 
Thes.  p.  152,  “  btxi j  et  vixq  confunduntur”  1  have  not  had  * 
an  opportunity  of  examining  the  various  readings  of  this 
verse  in  Holme’s  edition  of  the  Septuagint. 


The  Subscription  to  this  Epistle  in  the  Vat.  MS-,  bears  in  an  ancient  hand, 
but  different  from  that  of  tbe  text  (Hug,  supr.  p.  105),  Ko^wW;  a 
tygatp*  two  Eqittrou — ‘  the  First  to  the  Corinthians  was  written  from  Ephesus / 
Not  from  Philippi ,  as  in  the  later,  and  in  the  received ,  texts. 
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Ver.  6,  7.]  These  verses  have  undergone  much  vexation, 
from  officious  interference.  Dr.  Bloomfield  has,  with  critical 
judgment,  adopted  an  order  which  is  that  of  the  most  ancient 
MS. ;  though  it  does  not  appear,  from  his  note,  that  he  was 
aware  of  that  authority  when  he  formed  his  decision.  The 
Vat.  MS.  reads  the  passage  thus  :  eire  ds  6\t(3o/j,e8af  vxeg  n jg 
v/jjuv  'TragaxXjjtfeajs,  r7jg  evsgyovfjjsvqg  ev  wro/iovp  ruv  avruv  <Ka.&7i[Larm 
$>v  xa/  i)(Letg  rradyo/Mev,  xa/  i\  eXrrig  Cfiuv  fis(3ciia  uireg  u/icov'  are 
fl'agaxaXo vfieOet,  Jcreg  ri]g  \>tJ*U)V  cragaxXjj/rewt  xa/  durygiag.  It  will 
be  observed,  that  this  MS.  omits  xa/  tuir^iag,  in  the  first 
clause ;  and  that  it  reads,  xa/  ij  eXmg  u/xav,  not  i/luv,  (a  pr. 
manu .  Bincn). 

Ver.  10.  will  deliver  us.]  The  Vat.  and  Ephrem  MSS. 
read,  gucerat,  not  guera/,  as  in  the  rec.  text.  The  latter  read¬ 
ing  seems  to  have  been  substituted,  because  gu/rera/  occurs 
again  in  the  following  sentence ;  but  the  apostle  repeats  the 
word,  that  he  may  qualify  it  by  ^X^r/xa/iev :  “  who  hath  de- 
“  livered,  and  will  deliver  us:  in  whom  we  hope  that  he  will 
i(  deliver  us.” 

Ver.  12.  holiness.]  The  most  ancient  MSS.  read,  uytcrnn, 
not  afl’Xorjjr/. 

Ver.  13.  that  which  ye  acknowledge.]  a  avayivutsxere :  — 
the  rec.  text  adds,  jj  xa/  emyimaxzre,  which  is  plainly  the  con¬ 
fluence  of  two  different  readings.  (See  Pref.  p.  77.) 

Ver.  17.  that  there  is  with  me  both  yeay  yeay  and  nay} 
nay.]  It  is  evident,  from  the  context  of  this  and  the  beginning 
of  the  next  chapter,  that  St.  Paul,  after  signifying  an  inten¬ 
tion  of  visiting  Corinth  in  his  way  to  Macedonia,  altered  his 
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purpose,  and  thus  disappointed  the  disciples  in  that  city. 
He  therefore  here  anticipates,  and  repels,  a  reproach  of 
eXapg/a,  or  ‘  lightness  of  purposed  in  that  change  of  mind,  as 
if  he  was  *  a  yea  and  nay  man ’  (Shaksp.),  on  whose  word 
no  secure  reliance  could  be  placed.  In  the  next  verse  he 
calls  God  to  witness,  that  his  word  to  them  was  not  4  both 
*  yea  and  nay ;  and  in  the  beginning  of  the  following  chap¬ 
ter,  he  explains  to  them,  that  it  was  for  their  sakes  that  he 
abstained  from  executing  his  first  intention. 

Ver.  20.  through  him  who  is  the  Amen.'}  The  most  ancient 
MSS.  and  versions  read  this  verse  thus  :  ocai  yag  exuyyeXiai 
Qeou,  ev  avrtfi  to  m /*  bio  net i  8i’  aurou ,  tom  A fir,v,  rui  ©ew  egos 

3/  fj/tciiv.  (See  Rev.  iii.  14.) 

Ver.  24.  we  not  only  do  not  exercise.]  cv%  or/  —  aXXa, :  — 
4  non  solum  non — sed:'  (see  Viger,  de  Ideotism ,  c.  vii.  s.  13, 
§  13;  and  note,  IIoogev.  53.) 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  1,  2.  We  begin  again  to  commend  ourselves.]  The 
interruption  of  contexts  by  the  arbitrary  divisions  of  chapters, 
has  caused  much  perplexity  to  commentators,  by  leading  them 
to  regard  the  first  verse  of  a  chapter  as  commencing  a  new 
portion  of  discourse;  while  it  is  often,  in  fact,  a  continuation 
of  that  which  preceded.  In  the  present  case,  the  first  verse 
of  this  chapter  ought  to  be  read  in  conjunction  with  the  last 
verse  of  the  former  chapter.  Throughout  this  epistle,  St,  Paul 
is  1 commending  *  himself  and  his  associates  to  the  preferable 
regard  of  the  Corinthians,  above  the  false  teachers  that  as¬ 
sailed  them;  as  is  plainly  shewn  in  c.  iv.  2,  and  xi.  1-5,  the 
necessity  for  which  self -commendation,  he  charges  upon  them. 
By  assuming  this  verse,  therefore,  as  opening  a  new  chain  of 
discourse,  and  looking  for  its  meaning  wholly  within  itself, 
an  inventive  sense  has  been  imposed.  It  was  unadvisedly 
assumed,  that  the  apostle  could  not  intend  to  4  praise  him - 
4  self ;  and,  therefore,  in  order  to  produce  a  contrary  sense, 
the  first  clause  has  been  rendered  interrogative.  But,  u  w 
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which  follows,  has  here  the  sense  of  or/  (a?j  (as  shewn  by 
Hoogeveen,  p.  154,  Ed.  Sehiitz)  ■ — “  levi  to  u,  axo  to  or/, 
“  discrimine  distingui  potest,  quod  hoc  rem  compertam  ponit, 
“  illud  rem  notat,  fide  quidem  dignatn  sive  credibilem,  sed 
“  quam  tamen  tanquam  oninino  indubitatam  habere  non 
“  possumus,  quare  sub  conditione  profertur.  —  ei  pri  etiam 
“  pro  or/  firjj  id  est,  quod  non,  adhiberi,  docet  Devarius, 
“  eadem  ratione  qua  a  pro  on." — (lb.  p.  167.) 

Ver.  6.  not  that  we  are  sufficient  of  ourselves.]  oi/x  on 
a <p’  lavruv  /xako/  ecr.aev :  —  this  is  the  order  of  the  words  in  the 
Vat.  and  Ephr.  MSS. 

Ver.  7.  hath  qualified  as.]  ixav u<rev  ti/acu;:- — (See  Preface, 

p.  11.) 

Ver.  19.  glory  of  the  Lord  with  his  face  unveiled.']  St.  Paul 
contrasts  the  condition  of  the  Jews,  when  they  could  not  fix 
their  eyes  on  the  glory  of  the  unveiled  face  of  Moses ;  with 
the  privilege  of  Christians,  who  are  empowered  to  look,  as  in 
a  mirror,  on  the  open  and  unveiled  face  of  Christ ;  and,  in 
that  gazing,  to  be  transformed  into  the  same  glorious  image  : 
the  *  unveiled  face,  ’  therefore,  is  that  of  our  Lord,  not  that  of 
the  beholder. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  16.  manhood ]  avdgux os,  is  here  again  taken  in  the 
abstract,  as  denoting  the  human  nature ,  and  should  therefore 
be  rendered c  manhood /  not  ‘  man.'  So  also,  in  Eph.  iv.  21 , 22 ; 
Col.  iii.  8,  9  ;  1  Pet.  iii.  3.  See  Annotation  to  Rom.  vi.  6. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  3.  If,  indeed,  we  shall  be  found  clothed,  not  naked.] 
s/ireg  xa/  evSvffa fLSvoi,  ov  yvfivoi,  evt>e67}Gofj,£0a  :  — Blessed  is  he 
“  who  keepeth  his  garments ,  lest  he  walk  naked ,  and  they 
“  see  his  shame.”  (Rev.  xvi.  15.)  It  is  surprising,  that  this 
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sentence  of  the  apostle  should  have  caused  any  perplexity  to 
the  commentators;  but,  the  imports  of  many  passages  are 
lost  by  overlooking  that  which  is  obvious  and  close  at  hand  ; 
and  therefore  searching  in  vain  beyond  the  point  within 
which  alone  they  are  to  be  found.  Hence,  many  of  the 
perplexities  of  expositors. 


Ver.  20.  God  was  reconciling  (or  reconciled )  the  world  to 
himself,  in  or  by  Christ .]  The  order  of  interpretation  of  this 
verse  is,  Oeo$  qv  y.araXcuwuv  (or  xaT7}Wuff<Jiv)  xc c;lqv  eauru),  ev 
Xeiorw,  according  to  the  very  common  use  of  the  substantive 
verb  and  participle,  for  the  imperfect  tense,  among  the  sacred 
Greek  writers,  as  before  pointed  out :  e.  g. 


w  ^theurKui,  Matt.  vii.  29. 
tipi  e%6>»t  ib.  viii.  9. 
ijy  Kn^vcnrui,  Mark,  i.  39. 
f>v  trvyica6npt*o$,  ib.  xiv.  54. 
f)irx»  Tjtfytin;,  ib.  xxiv.  38. 


t)>  Luke,  xix.  17. 

Acts,  ii.  29. 
w  <rv¥iv<iox.&>t ,  ib.  viii.  1. 
tit*  euncoqevefievog,  ib.  ix.  28, 
&c. 


jjk  ev  Xgiartfj  xaraXaffi^v,  is  the  same  as,  7jv  xuraXceeauv  ev  Xg/ffr^; 
but,  an  early  and  uncritical  age  formed  a  separate  clause  of 
?iv  ev  Xpartfi,  in  which  words  a  mysterious  sense  was  supposed 
to  be  latent;  and  traditional  inertia  perpetuated  the  sup¬ 
position. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  14.  On  this  account  we  were  comforted.  But,  in 
addition  to  that  our  comfort.]  The  Vat.,  Ephr .,  and  Beza 
MSS.  read,  exi  he  rr,  rtaoavSK^u ;  and  the  Vat.  adds  rjpuv. 
This  ancient  reading  relieves  the  passage  from  the  obscurity 
brought  on  it  by  later  copyists. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  4.  the  favour  of  a  fellowship  in  the  service .]  This 
verse  has  been  confounded  by  a  philoponism  which  has  ob¬ 
trusively  added  the  words,  os^asOcu  rj/xa?,  after  ii ytw$.  Those 
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words  are  not  in  the  Vat.  and  other  ancient  MSS.  and  ver¬ 
sions  ;  and  contribute  to  demonstrate  the  progression  of  vitia¬ 
tion  in  the  Gr.  text,  after  it  became  entitled  to  the  distinction 
of £  Constantinopolitan ,’  from  being  that  of  the  Greek  church 
during  the  middle  ages.  <£  So  lately  as  the  beginning  of  the 
u  12th  century  (says  Michaelis),  those  two  words  had  found 
“  no  admission  into  the  text.” — ( Introd .  vol.  i.  p.  288;  and 
Marsh’s  Notes ,  ib.  pp.  504,  5.  See  above,  Pref.  p.  64.) 

Ver.  5.  beyond  out  hope.]  on  xa6ug  jjXc/xa/tev — i  not  ac- 
1  cording  to  the  measure  of  our  hope,’  i.  e.  beyond  it.  Mac- 
knight  very  unnecessarily  endeavours  to  force  the  significa¬ 
tion  of  ‘  fear ,’  instead  of  £  hope,  on  rg.nxa.iMiv. 

Ver.  18.  The  brother.']  The  general  subscriptions  to  this 
Epistle  state  that  it  was  sent  by  Titus  and  Luke.  But,  the 
Venetian  MS.  of  St.  Mark,  numbered  10,  which  is  so  highly 
extolled  by  Birch  ( Quat .  Evang .  Proleg.  p.  lv.),  states,  that 
the  Epistle  was  sent  “  by  Titus,  Barnabas ,  and  Luke and 
the  description  of  “  the  brother”  given  by  St.  Paul  in  the 
following  verses  (18,  19),  appears  to  point  out  Barnabas  as 
the  individual  intended  by  him. 

Ver.  21.  For  we  are  provident]  cgomvpev  ya% :  —  rrgovooufiBv, 
is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.,  Clermont ,  and  three  other  uncial 
MSS.,  also  of  the  Vat.  367  and  Pio-Vat.  50,  with  the  Lat., 
Syr.,  and  Copt,  versions ;  and  of  Augustin  and  Chrysostom. 
The  same  MSS.,  with  the  Epkrem ,  and  seven  other  good  MSS., 
add  yag ;  as  also,  Clemens  and  Chrysostom.  The  chapter  is 
wanting  in  the  Cod.  Alex.  The  Const,  and  rec.  text3,  which 
Matthau  patronises,  read  rrgovoov/MBvoi,  only ;  and  he  subjoins, 
in  a  note  on  the  ancient  reading,  -reovoov^ev  yag,  <£  Contra 
u  sunt  mei  omnino  omnes  :*  by  which  avowal,  he  only  uncon¬ 
sciously  testifies  the  juniority  of  his  ££  omnes."  Scholz,  with 
better  judgment,  has  restored  the  ancient  reading. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

Verse  10.  will  supply,  &c.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads  with 
the  futures ,  ypwyWBi,  rs.riQvvei,  avfcrfiu. 
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CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  7.  if  any  one  tkinketk  he  may  trust ]  u  ng  doxet 
cevotQei tan  —  So  the  Vat,  MS.;  not  simply,  ei  ng  ireiroriiv,  as 
in  the  rec.  texts. 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  29.  Who  is  made  to  stumble ,  &c.  ?]  ffzavSahgtrai :  — 
The  rendering  “  offended  ”  in  this  place,  strongly  illustrates 
what  has  been  remarked  in  Pref.  pp.  13,  14,  respecting  the 
rendering  axctvba X/£w,  *  to  offend in  our  common  English 
version. 


CHAPTER  XII. 

Ver.  5.  (Gr.  1.)  Must  I  needs  boast  ?  it  is  not  good  in¬ 
deed ,  yet  l  will  come  to  visions  and  revelations  of  the  Lord.\ 
Kai lyaff&ai  bei ;  ov  ffu{j.<f>sgov  fj.iv,  tXsu<ro/j.ai  <$e  ag  ocrr.  x.  a.  K.  This 
intelligible  sentence  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  and  most 
ancient  MS. ;  which  reading  declined  into  obscurity,  in  the 
progress  of  transcription,  until  it  obtained  the  following  form 
in  the  Constant,  and  rec.  texts :  xavya <j&cu  by  oo  <fv/j,<pegei  fiat' 
i’hivaofj.at  yag,  &c.  The  apostle,  in  this  passage,  continues  a 
train  of  enforcement  commencing  with  ver.  18  of  the  pre¬ 
ceding  chapter. 

Ver.  7.  apart  from  the  body.]  The  Vat.  MS.,  as  also 
the  Clermont,  reads  y^ig ;  the  Const,  texts  repeat  exrog  from 
the  preceding  verse. 

Ver.  10.  Wherefore ,  that  I  should  not,  5cc.]  The  Vat.  MS. 
closes  the  former  sentence  with  a^oxaXu^/em,  and  begins  the 
next  with,  8io  iva  w 

Ver.  15.  Am  I  become  a  fool?]  ysyova  upguv ; — the  junior 
texts  have  superfluously  added,  xa\iyu/j.tvog — ‘  in  or  by  boast- 
1  ing which  word  i9  not  found  in  the  Vat.,  or  any  ancient 
MSS.  or  versions. 
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Ver.  22.  nay,  in  the  same  steps  as  heretofore.]  roig  avroig 
tavern  ’TraXa i : — So  read  the  Vat.,  Alex.,  and  two  other  uncial 
MSS.  St.  Peter  thus  uses  rraXai  (2  Ep.  i.  9)  — ruiv  'ttccXcu 
afiagrtuv.  The  later  MSS.,  and  rec.  text,  have  erroneously 
substituted  vakiv  (through  mistaking  a  compendious  form), 
and  have  connected  that  word  with  the  following  sentence. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  11.  receive  exhortation .]  rragaxuXuffSe :  —  Of  the  two 
different  senses  in  which  the  verb  cragaxaXew  is  so  commonly 
used  by  St.  Paul,  viz.  to  exhort,  and  to  comfort ,  the  former 
is  more  suitable  to  this  place  ;  as  in  Heb.  xiii.  23,  avtyiisfc  rov 
Xoyou  rjjg  xagax'k7)ffeug — *  hear  with  this  word  of  exhortation 
sro^axaXe/crfo  will,  therefore,  be  best  interpreted,  11  he  ye  ex- 
“  hortedf  i.  e.  receive  or  admit  ye  exhortation. 


GALATIANS. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  9.  to  please  men.]  See  Annot.  to  1  Cor.  x.  32. 

Ver.  10.  tv  as  not  preached.]  ovx  wn  (euayyeXicfcv  sub.), 
i.  e.  rt vi)yyi\i?eTo :  see  Annot.  to  2  Cor.  v.  20. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  I.  Then,  and  within  four  years.]  The  common  texts 
read,  1  then,  within  fourteen  years’  —  trrsira ,  hta  dtxcrt-eaffagwv 
earuv.  That  so  large  a  portion  of  a  life  called  to  the  ministry 
of  the  Gospel,  in  so  remarkable  a  manner  as  that  of  St.  Paul, 
and  at  so  critical  a  moment  of  the  infant  church,  should  have 
been  reduced  during  ten  years,  as  it  were,  to  a  blank  in  the 
history  of  hi9  office  and  of  the  church,  (“  an  interval,”  as 
Dr.  Burton  acknowledges,  “  in  which  we  do  not  know  any 
il  thing  of  what  happened  to  him,"  *)  has  never  been  thor¬ 
oughly  reconciled  to  the  minds  of  reflecting  expositors  or 
readers.  For  this  reason,  Grotius  declared,  that  if  any  MS. 
was  found  to  read  reoaaguv — *  four ,’  he  should  regard  it  as 
the  true  reading:  —  “  assentior  Codd .,  si  qui  pro  dexareesot^cuv 
“  ( quatuordecim )  habent  rswaguv  ( quatuor ).”  Now,  it  affords 
a  most  notable  example  of  traditional  inertia,  that  it  should 
not  have  been  early  perceived ;  that  not  one  only,  but  every 
uncial,  or  most  ancient  MS.,  reads  Twauguv,  as  required  by 
Grotius:  as  we  may  see  in  the  *  facsimile  '  of  the  Alex.  MS. ; 
c.  g. 

,  GTTGITXXIXXeKVT’eCCXpCUNeTCON  : 

The  mechanical  scribe,  writing  by  the  eye  only,  without  the 


1  “  An  Attempt  to  ascertain  the  Chronology  of  ihc  Acts,  Kc."  UWO.  p.  1/!. 
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aid  of  the  mind,  would,  not  unnaturally,  read  and  divide 
the  letters  thus : 

eireira,  dux  dexareM agwv  eroov  : 

but,  if  his  pen  had  been  under  the  guidance  of  an  instructed 
and  critical  experience,  he  would  have  written,  and  divided 
them  thus : 

iirurdy  dia  de  xai  renaagw  trw : 

1  deinde ,  et  inter  quadriennium as  in  Plautus,  ‘  inter  bien¬ 
nium '  The  conjunction,  xa /,  was  very  commonly  abbreviated 
both  x,  and  xa  ;  and  all  who  are  conversant  with  the  uncial 
writing  are  well  aware,  that  the  upper  line  of  abbreviation  has 
often  become  effaced  through  time,  or  was  originally  omitted 
through  neglect.  Thus,  then,  the  reading  demanded  by 
Grotius,  is  found  to  have  been  always  the  true  reading  of 
the  earliest  MSS.,  though  undetected  by  the  small-letter 
copyists.  This  exposition  shews,  that  all  systems  devised  to 
elucidate  the  chronology  of  St.  Paul’s  ministry,  which  are 
founded  on  this  supposed  term  of  fourteen  years,  are  in  error 
to  the  extent  of  ten  years ;  for,  the  text  is  not  to  be  accom¬ 
modated  to  the  system,  but  the  system  to  be  conformed  to 
the  text.  St.  Paul’s  clear,  though  succinct,  statement  of  his 
own  history  in  this  Epistle,  from  c.  i.  14,  to  c.  ii.  2,  is  to  this 
effect:  “  Immediately  afteumy  conversion,  and  without  hold- 
“  ing  communication  with  any  human  being,  I  withdrew  into 
“  Arabia.  I  then  returned  to  Damascus.  After  three  years, 
“  I  went  up  privately  to  Jerusalem  to  obtain  personal  know- 
“  ledge  of  Peter,  and  remained  with  him  a  fortnight ;  but  I 
“  saw  no  other  apostle,  except  James.  I  then  went  intQ 
“  Syria  and  Cilicia.  Then,  and  within  four  years  (i.e.  in  the 
**  fourth  year),  I  went  up  openly  to  Jerusalem.”  We  cannot 
allow  any  ingenuities  or  requisitions  of  chronological  systems, 
to  disturb  this  well-linked  chain  of  report. 

Ver.  2.  I  went  up  openly.]  xar a  arroxecXu^v,  i.e.  avoxtxa- 
Au/x/xsvws —  detecte,  aperte ,  palam;  that  is,  not  reservedly  or 
privately ,  as  in  his  former  journey  (c.  i.  18,  19) :  such  is  the 
whole  mystery  of  xar.  aeroxaX.  in  this  place. 

Ver.  5.  To  whom  we  gave  way  for  the  moment,  not  by 
submission,  but  that.]  The  order  of  the  construction  is  this : 
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o/'s  crgos  iigav  (oude  T77  btrorayy)  tva — The  proper  object 

of  the  negative  ovde  in  this  sentence,  has  caused  perplexity  to 
some  expositors ;  and  it  is  omitted  in  the  Clermont  MS.  (D2). 
The  apostle  intends  to  express,  ‘  that  although,  from  the 
‘  circumstances  of  the  moment,  he  gave  way  to  the  clamours 
1  of  the  Judaising  converts,  by  circumcising  Titus,  yet  he  did 
‘  it  solely  as  an  act  of  discretion  and  expediency ;  and  not 
‘  in  submission  to  any  pretended  ordinance  of  necessity ,  as 
‘  alleged  by  those  teachers to  whom  he  afterwards  adverts 
in  c.  vi.  12. 

Ver.  11.  When  Kepkas  came.]  Here,  and  in  v.  15,  the 
Vat.,  Ephrem,  and  Alex.  MSS.  and  ancient  versions,  have 
Kjjpas,  as  before  in  v.  11,  which  the  junior  MSS.  have  re¬ 
placed  by  Tltrj>o$. 

Ver.  20.  For,  by  renouncing  the  law,  I  died  to  the  law.'] 
This  verse  has  perplexed  the  commentators,  who,  from  the 
obscurity  with  which  it  stands  in  the  rec.  text,  have  sup¬ 
posed  it  to  comprise  a  recondite  meaning,  which  they  have 
fruitlessly  laboured  to  force  into  light.  The  small-letter  copies, 
with  division  of  words,  from  the  tenth  century  (which  all  our 
printed  texts  have  followed),  read  and  divide  the  passage 
thus :  but  vo imov  vo/ztfj  axeQavov.  The  ancient  uncial  copies  stand 
thus : 

^.IXNOMOyNOMCOXTTeOXNON. 

Now,  as  St.  Paul  elsewhere  says  (1  Cor.  ix.  22),  syevo/tyv  toi s 
a vo/tois  u;  avoftog  —  ‘to  those  that  are  without  the  law ,  I  became 
‘  as  one  without  the  law a  question  arises,  whether  we  are  to 
divide,  and  read  the  uncial  text, 

bia.  VO /XOU  ;  or, 

0/  avo/xou, 

the  latter  word  forming  an  antithesis  to  vo/xw  following?  as, 
“  par ebis  b gibus,  an  non?  anne  exlex  solus  vives?” — -(Cic. 
pro  Clue nt.)  The  words,  a  xareXuoa — ‘  the  things  that- 1  have 
*  destroyed  *  imply  the  avo/xos — exlex — ‘  without  law /  in  the 
intention  of  the  apostle ;  for,  the  ‘  things  which  he  destroyed / 
were  the  observances  of  the  Mosaical  law.  St.  Paul  explains, 
in  1  Cor.  ix.  22,  the  very  peculiar  sense  in  which  he  applies 
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the  word  avufi.bg —  ex  lex,  to  himself ;  viz.  in  the  mere  negative 
sense,  ‘  of  being  no  longer  under  the  law / —  5/  avopou,  there¬ 
fore,  appears  the  more  likely  to  have  been  the  writing  of  the 
apostle;  because,  5/a  vofiov  anoDaveiv — ‘  to  die  by  or  through 
‘  the  law,’  and  vo,u.<ii  acoflave/v —  ‘  to  die  to  the  law have  op¬ 
posite  and  irreconcilable  significations  in  the  language  of 
St.  Paul ;  the  former  signifying,  ‘  to  die  to  condemnation  ; 
the  latter,  ‘  to  die  to  justification .*  Compare  Rom.  vii.  4 
and  11. 

Ver.  *21.  by  faith  in  God  and  in  Christ.]  The  Vat.,  with 
the  Clermont ,  and  Codd.  F.  G.  of  Wetstein,  read,  ev  t tern 
ri)  rov  Qeov  xa /  Xg/o?ou — not,  tjj  rou  inov  0eou,  as  the  TCC .  text. 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  1.  Who  hath  fascinated  you ,  to  whose  eyes  Jesus 
Christ ,  &C.]  rig  u,a ag  efiu.ff-A.ave,  oig  xar  opQaXfiovg  Iqffovg  Xo/gto og, 
&c.  Into  this  sentence  of  the  Vat .  and  other  uncial  texts, 
the  later  philoponists  inserted  the  words,  ttj  aXrfiua  w  neidee&ai 
— ‘  that  ye  should  not  obey  the  truth,'  drawn  from  c.  v.  7. 

Ib.  is  fore-written,  crucified .]  crooeygapii  effravouftevog  :  —  So 
read  the  Vatican ,  Ephrem ,  A  lex.  MSS.,  and  all  the  earliest 
versions ;  but  the  same  later  meddlers  have  inserted  ev  v,aiv ; 
confounding  the  sense,  which  expresses  a  similar,  though 
severer,  reproof  to  that  of  our  Lord  to  the  disciples  going  to 
Eimnaus,  in  Luke,  xxiv.  *24,  25 ;  and  again,  42,  43. 

Ver.  20,  but  God  is  only  one.]  6  be  Qeog  eig  tffnv :  —  If  the 
commentators  had  simply  brought  this  passage  into  apposi¬ 
tion  with  I  Tim.  ii.  5,  they  would  have  relieved  it  from  all 
its  alleged  difficulty.  In  the  latter  place,  the  apostle  says, 
“  There  is  one  God,  and  one  mediator  between  God  and  man." 
In  this  place  he  says,  “it  was  ordained  in  the  hand  of  a 
“  mediator :  now,  a  mediator  is  not  of  one  only;  but  God  is 
“  only  one:"  it  follows,  therefore,  that  there  is  another  party, 
which  party  is  man. 


Chap.  IV. 


GALATIANS. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  12.  Have  ye  done  me  no  wrong?]  The  sequel,  to 
ver.  16  inclusive,  shews,  that  the  apostle  here  conveys  an 
affectionate  reproach. 

Ver.  17.  they  are  zealous  for  you]  ‘  they*  that  is,  the 
Judaizing  converts  in  Galatia,  are  zealous  for  ‘  you,’  the 
converts  from  the  Gentiles ,  to  whom  St.  Paul  addressed  this 
cautionary  epistle. 

Ver.  23.  which  -words  have  another  interpretation,]  a rrn, 
refers  to  what,  ytyourrrcu — *  are  written /  namely,  ra  gr,fi<ira 
—  ‘  understood ',*  i.  e.  the  words  which  the  apostle  cites. 
Those  words  (not  things),  he  says,  e anv  a\\r,yo^T}/Mva :  this 
term  Cicero  interprets,  {  translata  *  —  transferred  to  another 
object,  different  from  the  primitive  one.  Hence  he  says,  in 
a  letter  to  Atticus,  “  a\Xr,yo§iai;  obscurabo  —  I  will  obscure, 
“  or  conceal  with  allegories that  is,  *  you  are  to  interpret 
‘  the  words  of  my  letters  with  reference  to  a  different  object 
‘  from  that  which  they  immediately  express.’  The  order  of 
construction,  is  therefore,  this:  unva  (oq/Maru)  ianv  aK>.r,yoorr 
>Mva‘  ua  yus  ( SC .  t,  cruidioy.ri  r.ai  f,  O.tvOto a)  ayra/  dvu  biadTtx.ai, 

/Mia  [MIV,  &C. 

Ver.  24.  but,  Hagar  is  the  name.]  to  ht  a ya*:  —  So 
reads  the  Vat.  MS.,  not  yao  Ayae.  (See  Preface,  p.  63.) 
Michaelis  says,  with  relation  to  this  passage,  “  Several  critics 
“  have  thought  it  so  extraordinary,  that  they  have  attempted 
“  to  alter  it  from  mere  conjecture,  as  may  be  seen  in  Bowyer’s 
“  Critical  Conjectures.  But,  no  man  who  knew  that  the 
“  Arabic  word  ‘  Ilagar  *  meant  a  rock,  could  think  of  making 
“  an  alteration  in  this  passage  :  for  it  is  obvious,  that  to  a ya% 
“  in  the  neuter  gender,  cannot  signify  the  woman,  Hagar ; 
“  and  St.  Paul  has  not  been  guilty  of  a  grammatical  error, 
“  since  the  passage  must  *be  translated,  ‘  the  word  Hagar , 
(  denotes  Mount  Sinai ,  in  Arabia.'  ” 

Ver.  25.]  The  Vat.  MS.  has  not  — *  all,'  before 

r,iMii)V  — 1  of  us.' 
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CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  19.  which  are,  fornication,  uncleanness.]  anva  ton, 
irogveia,  ax.ct6ag(fta  i — So  read  the  oldest  MSS,  (Vat.,  Ephr ., 
Alex.),  and  all  the  most  ancient  versions.  The  junior  copies 
halfe  introduced  tLotytta —  *  adultery before  -ro^vna,  with  a 
view  to  give  more  fulness  to  the  catalogue. 

Ver.  20.  envying,  drunkenness.]  <p6ovoi,  fit6at : — The^’zm. 
MSS.  add  tpovoi  after  <p6ovoi,  as  in  the  received  text;  which 
word  is  not  in  the  Vat.  MS.,  nor  in  the  passage  as  cited 
by  Clemens,  Irenams,  Cyprian,  Ambrose,  Augustin,  Jerom 
(Wetst.).  That  the  two  words  are  sometimes  used  together, 
as  in  Rom.  i.  29,  is  true ;  but,  that  affords  no  critical  ground 
for  inferring  that  they  were  so  used  here  by  the  writer,  since 
he  oftener  uses  ipOovog  alone,  as  in  this  place,  according  to  the 
testimony  of  the  earliest  authorities;  but,  in  some  places, 
<p6ovoi  and  <pom  in  conjunction,  are  evidently  a  coalescence  of 
different  readings,  those  words  being  often  confounded  in 
the  MSS. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  2.  Ye  will  so  fulfil.]  ava-rXTj^utrere,  in  the  fit.  (not 
avu<z'h7)(>ugari,  in  the  a.  i .),  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  MS. 
See  a  similar  vitiation  in  Matt,  xxiii.  30.  Nothing  is  more 
frequent  in  the  MSS.  than  the  substitution  of  a  for  t. 

Ver.  15.]  The  Vat.  MS.  thus  reads  this  verse:  cure 
KigiToiLT)  7i  tffnv,  oo re  ax^o(3vffr/a,  ak\a  xa/vjj  xricig  :  some  of  the 
next  ancient  MSS.  introduced  for  elucidation,  from  other 
places  of  the  apostle,  tv  x^cr™  It\cqv.  Later  copies  substituted, 
for  enforcement,  KSyyti — ‘  avaHeth,’’  for  e<rr/v —  ‘  is,’  which 
alteration  Erasmus  introduced  into  print,  from  one  of  his 
eight  junior  MSS. ;  and  it  thence  remains  established  in  the 
received  text. 


EPHESIANS. 


That  the  original  of  this  Epistle  was  not  addressed  by 
St.  Paul  exclusively  to  the  Ephesians ,  but  was  written  with¬ 
out  the  name  of  any  particular  church ;  leaving  the  name  to 
be  supplied,  according  to  the  several  churches  to  which  it 
was  to  be  sent ;  and  that  it  was  therefore  strictly  ‘  a  circular 
1  letter is  the  direct  testimony  of  early  Christian  antiquity. 
Basil  expressly  affirms,  “  that  in  all  the  copies  down  to  his 
“  own  time,  in  the  fourth  century,  even  the  most  ancient, 
“  the  text  ran  thus  :  ‘  To  the  saints  that  are  , 

4  and  to  the  faithful  in  Christ  Jesus’  ”l  And,  accordingly, 
it  thus  appears  in  the  Vatican  or  oldest  surviving  MS. : 

PAUL  AN  APOSTLE  OF  CHRIST 
JESUS  BY  THE  WILL  OF  GOD 
TO  THE  SAINTS  WHICH  ARE  /. V  E 

AND  TO  TIIE  FAITHFUL  IN  C.  J.  PHESUS. 

As  Ephesus  was  the  chief  of  the  Asiatic  churches  for 
which  the  epistle  was  deigned,  that  name  was  afterwards 
incorporated  into  the  text ;  as  we  find  it  in  the  Alexandrian 
MS., 

TO  ALL  THE  SAINTS 
WHICH  ARE  IN  EPHESUS,  AND  TO 
THE  FAITHFUL  IN  CHRIST  JESUS 

\ 

Jerom,  in  his  commentary  on  this  place  (tom.  iv.  p.  323, 
ed.  Martianay),  corroborates  Basil’s  statement  (as  pointed 
out  by  Hug),  by  shewing,  that  in  consequence  of  the  words 
rots  ouirtv — ‘  those  who  are,’  not  being  followed  by  any  name 
in  the  most  ancient  copies,  a  wild  and  whimsical  interpret¬ 
ation  of  those  words  was  conceived.  “  Some,”  says  Jerom, 


1  See  Hug’s  Commcntatio,  p.  Ill,  and  note;  and  his  Introd .,  vol.  ii. 
sect.  czv.  p.  420-  432. 
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“  more  curious  than  they  need  to  be,  think,  because  Moses 
‘  said,  Thus  thou  shalt  say  to  the  children  of  Israel,  I  am  hath 
‘  sent  me that  the  saints  and  faithful  in  Ephesus  are  here 
“  denominated  who  are,  by  the  word  expressing  essence  or 
“  being . — Quidam  curiosius  quam  necesse  est,  putant  ex  eo 
“  quod  Moysi  dictum  sit,  4  Hac  dices  filiis  Israel ,  qui  est 
4  misit  me:  etiam  eos,  4  qui  ’  Ephesi  4  sunt’  sancti  et  fidelcs, 
44  essentia  vocabulo  nuncupatos.” 

It  was,  therefore,  to  a  copy  of  this  same  epistle,  sent  to 
the  church  of  Laodicea,  that  St.  Paul  alluded  in  Col.  iv.  14  ; 
to  which  copy  he  referred  the  Colossians,  on  account  of  the 
proximity  of  that  city.  Dr.  Bloomfield,  in  his  note  to  Col. 
iv.  16,  observes,  44  that  we  are  only  to  suppose,  with  all  the 
u  commentators,  that  the  epistle  in  question  was  another 
44  copy  of  that  to  the  Ephesians,  that  being  in  some  measure 
“  a  circular  letter .”  It  is  here  demonstrated,  that  it  was 
altogether  a  circular  letter  to  certain  churches  of  Phrygia; 
and,  among  the  others,  to  that  of  Laodicea.  The  word 
44  all" — in  the  Alex.  MS.,  but  properly  rejected  by 
the  rec.  texts,  was  an  augmentation  in  an  age  posterior  to 
the  Vat.  MS. 


CHAPTER  1. 

Ver.  17.  That  the  eyes  of  your  hearts.']  nagiias;  (not 
diuvoiag — 4  understanding ,’  as  the  later  philoponists  para¬ 
phrased  the  word;)  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  MS. ;  and  of 
every  most  ancient  and  authoritative  copy  of  the  Greek,  as 
also  of  the  versions. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  10.  strangers  to  the  Covenants,  having  no  hope  of 
the  promise .]  %evoi  ruv  dia6rixm,  rrjg  £TayyeX/as  eXmda  (at)  t%ovrtg. 
We  should  thus  punctuate. 

Ver.  14.  having  slain  our  enmity  upon  it.]  ovroxrtivas  —  sv 
dory — sc.  eu  ry  — as  in  Col.  ii.  14,  “  nailing  it  to  the 

“  cross:”  the  figure  is  the  same  in  both  places. 


Chap.  IV. 


EPHESIANS. 
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Ver.  13.  the  Father ,  from  whom  the  whole  Family ,  &c.] 
The  Vat.,  Eplir .,  and  Alex.  MSS.,  the  Copt,  and  Ethiop. 
versions,  read  these  verses  thus :  rourou  ya giv  xa/xirru  ra  ycvctra 
/. lou  -rgog  tov  Tlarega,  ou  cafct  Tlarpa  tv  ov.  x.  t.  y.  o.  The 
correspondence  of  erarng  and  ecarpa,  with  which  this  passage 
is  constructed,  cannot  be  exactly  expressed  in  English ;  and 
the  pliiloponists  have  contributed  to  render  it  less  apparent, 
by  intruding  the  clause,  tov  k vgiov  jj/awv  Itjcou  xgiarou — 1  of  our 
‘  Lord  Jesus  Christ  *  Whereas,  it  was  essential  to  the  apostle’s 
purpose,  that  the  force  of  xarr,g,  in  its  universal  sense,  should 
fall  directly  on  varya :  as  it  does  in  the  earliest  copies.  The 
interpolation  is  deeply  stamped  with  the  character  of  the 
Constantinopolitan  school. 

Ver.  14.  inward  manhood .]  See  Annot.  to  Rom.  vii.  22; 
2  Cor.  iv.  16;  and  1  Peter,  iii.  3. 

Ver.  18.  all  the  generations  of  the  world.]  tig  xa* as  rag 
ytvtug  ruv  aiuvuv :  4  all  the  generations  of  ages.' 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  12.  until  we  all  meet  together  in  the  unity  of  the 
faith.]  oi  mavrtg  tig  tt,v  evorjjra  n jg  martuig  :  The  apostle  thus 
urges  unity ,  or  oneness  of  faith ,  because  it  constitutes  the 
true  unity ,  or  oneness  of  Christ's  church.  To  establish  that 
unity  on  any  other  foundation,  is  to  contract  its  limits,  and 
to  render  it  (in  apostolical  language)  ua^ntog — *  carnal .’  So 
taught  the  apostles,  from  the  first  infancy  of  the  church. 
(Acts,  ii.  44.)  So  especially  St.  Paul  (l  Cor.  i.  10).  So  also 
Tertullian,  at  the  end  of  the  second  century  ( de  Prwscr. 
Heretic,  c.  20),  when  he  pronounced,  that,  agreement  in  all 
points  of  faith ,  or,  what  he  denominated  4  con-tesseratio,’1 

1  Conlesseratio,  from  ‘  tessera *  a  token ,  was  chiefly  a  military  term,  and  is 
explained  to  signify,  “  signum ,  cujus  osiensione ,  si  quem  obiise  contigissct, 
“  slatim  agnoscebatur — a  sign,  by  producing  which  an  individual  encountered 
“  was  at  once  ascertained.' '  Its  intent  and  operation  will  be  best  represented, 

C  € 
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constituted  the  church  of  Christ  One ,  and  his  own.  By  this 
bond,  he  considered  the  several  distinct  churches,  of  Corinth, 
of  E-phesus,  of  Borne ,  &c.  to  be  consolidated  the  One  church 
of  Christ.  Though  in  secular  subsistence  they  were  several , 
yet,  in  spiritual  constitution  they  were  One.  “  Some  of  you,” 
said  St.  Paul,  u  say,  I  am  of  Paul,  and  I  of  Kephas,  and  I 
“  of  Apollos ;  but,”  he  adds,  “  I  am  of  Christ ;  Is  Christ 
“  divided?”  (1  Cor.  i.  12,  13.)  It  is  the  same  of  churches  as 
of  persons.  If  we  rest  the  church’s  unity  exclusively  on  the 
form  and  mode  of  internal  administration,  or  1 government of 
any  of  its  parts,  <ra gy./xo/  es/^ev — ‘  we  are  carnal The  mode 
of  internal  administration  of  the  apostolical  churches  varied 
as  the  churches  which  they  planted  grew  up  from  infancy  to 
maturity.  In  the  infancy  of  the  Gospel  Dispensation,  the 
administration  of  these  was  committed  to  ngt<j(3vngoi  ■ — *  pres- 
‘  byters  or  elders  '  When  it  had  attained  to  plenitude  and 
maturity,  it  was  apportioned  by  the  apostles  to  the  superin¬ 
tendence  of  *  overseers' — eerwxorroi,  over  the  numerous  presby¬ 
ters  ;2  from  which  word  (tmox ocos),  is  derived  the  Spanish 
1  obispo,'  and  our  English  word  (  bishop Of  those  two 
apostolical  forms  of  administration,  suited  to  different  ages 
of  the  primitive  church,  the  Lutheran  and  English  churches 
have  adopted  that  which  the  apostles  established  in  the 
latter  part,  or  complement,  of  their  ministry ;  the  churches 
of  Calvin  and  of  Scotland  have  adopted  that  which  they 
employed  in  the  early  part,  or  commencement,  of  their 
ministry.  Yet,  all  these  churches  1  contesserate'  in  faith, 
and  are  therefore  One  spiritual  church.  The  churches  of 
Rome  and  of  Constantinople,  have  taken  upon  themselves  to 
add,  to  the  apostolical  rule  of  faith,  points  and  articles  with 
which  the  former  churches  cannot  contesserate.  Individuals, 
also,  collecting  adherents  to  their  doctrines,  have  deducted 
from  the  apostolical  rule ;  with  these,  likewise,  the  former 
churches  cannot  contesserate.  But,  those  which  do  contesserate 

by  the  analogy  of  the  sign  and  countersign  of  an  army.  Tertullian  applies 
this  term  to  a  specific  declaration  of  faith  or  belief  ,  which,  from  the  word 
1  Credo — I  believe  *  in  the  Latin  church,  has  acquired  the  name  1  Creed  *  in  our 
language. 

2  Though  we  make  the  distribution  of  4  presbyter  *  to  the  Scottish  church, 
and  of  1  priest '  to  the  English  church,  yet  the  two  terms  Rre  one  and  the  same ; 
4  priest,'  being  only  a  contraction  of  the  old  French  word  4  prcstre which 
again  is  a  contraction  of  the  Greek  aud  Latin  *  presbyter.’ 


Chap.  V. 
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in  “  the  faith  at  first  delivered. form  but  One  church ,  in  the 
apostolical  sense  of  the  term  ;  and,  therefore,  for  the  churches 
of  England  and  Scotland  (which  do  contesserate )  to  hear 
themselves  as  adverse  churches,  merely  because  the  one 
administers  its  internal  concerns  according  to  the  latter 
apostolical  model,  and  the  other  according  to  the  former 
apostolical  model,  would  be  to  incur,  voluntarily  and  ad¬ 
visedly,  the  apostolical  reproach  of  being  <ra gxixoi  — 1  carnal; 
for,  they  are  both  One  church,  in  the  spiritual  sense  of  the 
apostle. 

Ver.  16.  as  the  Gentiles .]  xa/  rot  tfon  :  —  So  the  Vat,  MS. ; 
so  also  the  Cod.  ldezce,  and  two  other  uncial  MSS.;  besides 
numerous  fathers,  and  ancient  versions  :  shewing,  that  Xo/cra, 
in  the  rec.  text,  is  an  Italic  insertion. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  9.  the  fruit  of  the  light..]  <puro<; : — Thus  reads  the 
Vat.,  Alex.,  Clermont ,  and  three  other  uncial  MSS.,  with 
the  oldest  versions;  not  <rvevfiarog —  ‘  spirit with  the  junior 
texts. 

Ver.  14.  according  to  that  which  he  saith,  “  Awake,”  &c.] 
eye/ge  —  xa/  avacrra  : — The  apostle  here  speaks  with  reference 
to,  and  imitation  of,  the  call  of  Isaiah  to  Jerusalem,  c.  li. 
9  and  17,  t^eye^ou,  avcitr7}6i  Itgouca not  citing  the  prophet’s 
sequel,  but  only  adapting  his  exordium  to  the  present  occasion. 

Ver.  20.  in  the  fear  of  Christ .]  tv  <pof. 3u  xgierw : — So  read 
the  Vat.,  Alex.,  and  numerous  other  MSS.,  all  the  ancient 
versions,  and  principal  fathers;  not  0eou — ‘  God,'  with  the 
rec.  text. 

Ver.  28.  for,  we  are  members  of  his  body.]  The  later  texts 
here  add,  tr  of  his  flesh ,  and  of  his  bones;'  which  exuberant 
clause  is  unknown  to  the  Vat.  and  Alex.  MSS. :  and  suffi¬ 
ciently  betrays  its  quality ;  for,  though  we  are  aware  of 
‘  members  of  a  body  *  we  arc  not  aware  of  any  members  of 
flesh ,  and  of  bones. 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  1.  Children,  obey  your  parents,  for  this,  &c.]  So 
read  the  Vat.,  Clermont ,  and  two  other  uncial  MSS.  The 
more  recent  copies  have  inserted,  ev  Kug/w — ‘  in  the  Lord,' 
after  *  parents  .’ 

Ver.  9.  that  both  their ,  and  your  master.]  on  xai  auruv 
xai  ufMuv  o  Kugiog : — This  forcible  statement  of  the  apostle  is 
testified  by  the  Vat.,  Alex.,  Clermont ,  and  St.  Germans  MSS.  ; 
but  the  words  have  sustained  various  later  changes,  impairing 
their  purport,  in  the  progress  of  transcription : 

e.  g.  auruv  xai  rifiuv 
7)/j.uv  auruv 
u/iuv  xai  auruv 
auruv  uftuv 
xai  upuv  auruv 

Erasmus’s  copies  read,  xai  C^uv  auruv;  but  he  observes, 
“  Ambrosius  et  Hieronymus  legisse  videntur,  ufiuv  re  xai 
“  auruv,  id  est,  vester  simul  et  illorum ;  ut  intelligas,  communem 
u  ambobus  Dominum this  shews,  that  those  fathers  read 
with  the  sense,  though  not  in  the  order,  of  the  Vat.  MS. 
The  printed  and  received  text  has  adopted  Erasmus’s  reading ; 
thus  excluding  one  half  of  what  the  apostle  had  originally 
expressed. 

Ver.  12.  the  rulers  of  this  darkness .]  rou  axoroug  rourou: 
according  to  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions.  The 
Const .  text9  have  introduced  a  paraphrastic  rou  aiuvog  before 
rourou,  thinking  to  improve  the  sentence  of  St.  Paul. 

Ver.  20.  the  mystery ,  for  which ,  &c.]  The  Const,  texts 
have  introduced  rou  euayyeXiou — 1  of  the  Gospel ,’  after  the 
word  *  mystery  ;9  which  must  be  regarded  as  an  Italic  in¬ 
sertion,  introduced  with  a  view  to  greater  perspicuity :  it  is 
unknown  to  the  Vat .  MS.  and  altogether  superfluous. 

Ver.  22.  That  ye  may  know  all  that  concerns  ms.]  ha  yvure 
ra  mp  i]fim  : — This  is  the  reading  of  every  MS.,  ancient  and 
modern,  except  the  Cod.  Uffenbachianus  2  (52  Wctst.),  which 
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reads  v/muv  for  tJ/awv  ;  yet,  upon  the  solitary  authority  of  this 
one  MS.,  of  the  eleventh  century,  Michaelis  thus  ventures  to 
speculate :  “  It  is  the  only  MS.  which  has  neoi  v/mv,  Ephes. 
“  vi.  22,  which  affords  an  excellent  meaning ,  if  the  preceding 
“  verb  be  divided ,  namely,  yvcurt  into  ym  re ;  and  if  we  read, 
u  Iva  yvw  re  rr eoi  v/iuv  ( Introd .  vol.  ii.  p.  338).*’  On  which  pro¬ 
posed  emendation,  Bishop  Marsh  well  observes  (p.  798)  : 
11  The  common  reading  gives  a  perfectly  good  sense,  and  is 
“  well  adapted  to  the  context:  the  MS.  reading  is  not  good 
“  sense ;  and  u/iuv  is  evidently  an  erratum  of  a  copyist,  for 
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Ver.  7.  Because  ye  have  me  in  your  hearts.]  ha.  to  e^em 
fti  iv  ry  xctgdia  v/l ag : — The  two  accusatives  in  this  sentence 
have  led  to  an  inversion  of  its  purport,  which  has  been 
continued  to  the  present  day.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
apostle  intended  to  express,  *  Ye  have  me /  or,  ‘  I  have  youV 
By  the  usual  order  of  Greek  construction,  which  is  generally 
the  reverse  of  the  English,  the  former  would  be  the  apostle's 
meaning ;  and  his  argument  demonstrates  that  it  was  actually 
60.  “It  i9  just  ( towards  you )  that  I  should  be  confident  of 
“  your  perseverance,  because  ye  have  me  in  your  hearts ,  in 
“  all  my  sufferings  and  humiliations.”  The  latter  reading 
would  be  destitute  of  appropriate  sense. 

Ver.  14.  to  speak  the  word  of  God  without  fear.]  rov 
loyov  rov  Geo v  XaXeiv: — This  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  and 
Alex.,  and  other  MSS.  and  ancient  versions.  The  words, 
rov  GtoVf  have  lapsed  from  the  junior  texts. 

Ver.  15,  16.  have  been  transposed,  in  all  the  later  MSS., 
from  their  primitive  order,  which  is  found  in  the  Vat.  and 
all  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions,  and  in  Tertullian ; 
in  all  of  which  they  thus  Stand  :  oi  (Lev  eg  aycc'TTjg,  eiboreg  on  eig 
arroXcytav  rov  evayyeXiov  xeifiai'  ot  be  eg  egi6eiag  Xgiarov  xarayyeX- 
Xovoiv,  ou%  ccyvwg,  oiofievoi  SX/^/v  eyeigeiv  roig  bea/toig  /xou.  Dr. 
Bloomfield’s  zealous  defence  of  the  received  order  of  reading, 
cannot  avail  against  the  preceding  positive  testimony  of 
antiquity.  The  Greek  church,  during  the  middle  ages,  is  a 
sorry  authority  to  oppose  to  it. 

Ver.  21.  For  to  me,  to  live  is  good;  but  to  die ,  is  gain.] 

( ftot  yag,  ro  tyv,  jjtfroiT  xat  to  art o&aveiv,  y.tgbog :  — That  tile 
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apostle  thus  wrote,  is  morally  demonstrable  by  the  soundest 
critical  evidence,  external  and  internal.  St.  Paul  distinctly 
states,  and  compares,  the  respective  consequences  of  his  living , 
and  of  his  dying ;  representing  the  latter,  as  more  beneficial 
to  himself.  The  Arabic  v  ersion  printed  in  Walton's  Polyglott 
(tom.  v.  p.  787),  thus  expresses  this  verse,  according  to  its 
Latin  translator :  44  Nam  bonum  est  apud  me  vivere,  et  lucrum 
44  mihi  est  mori.”  Whence  came  the  sense  of  4  bonum '  in  the 
Arabic,  but  from  a  reading  yorfrovl.  We  witness  a  similar 
confusion  in  1  Pet.  ii.  3,  where  the  word  yjp jms  is  perverted 
to  yoierog,  in  numerous  MSS.,  ancient  writers,  and  early 
printed  editions.  That  x^ffT0V  expresses  the  only  sense 
accordant  with  the  object  in  the  apostle’s  mind,  is  manifest 
from  the  context.  Wetstein  had,  therefore,  inserted  {y^70 v, 
Peaidacrc)  as  conjectural ,  amongst  his  various  readings ;  and 
Griesbach,  in  his  edit,  of  1806,  also  inserted  it,  thus: 
“  xzWTov.  Ar.poL  Gregor.  M .  dial,  bis  Lat.  et  Or.”  Matthaei, 
in  his  2d  edit,  (of  the  following  year,  1807),  thus  observes  in 
his  note  (p.  333) :  44  In  his  locis  omnibus  est  etiam  non 

44  xWerov>  v«rsu  21 ;  quomodo  Griesbachio  in  mentem  venire 
44  potuerit ,  ut  xi7!*™  ac*  interiorem  marginem  eveherat,  equi- 
44  dem  non  video."  This  remark  supports  Michael  is  in  his 
judgment,  44  that  Matthaei  was  at  least  an  age  behind  the 
44  rest  of  Germany,  in  the  knowledge  of  sacred  criticism.” 
For,  we  have,  1st.  The  testimony  of  an  ancient  translation, 
which  Michael  is  pronounced  to  be  44  an  immediate  version 
44  from  a  Greek  text;”  and  Marsh,  44  either  from  a  Greek 
44  text  or  a  Coptic  version  ( Introd .  vol.  ii.  p.  88  and  602), 
44  which  gives  the  sense  of  yor^ra*."  2dly.  We  have  the 
internal  testimony  of  the  fitness  of  that  sense.  3dly.  We  have 
positive  proof  that  xi^70^  aiJd  XiiC7^  have  been  elsewhere 
confounded  in  the  sacred  text.  4thly.  We  have  the  evidence 
of  Montfaugon  and  Casaubon,  that  both  words  were  com¬ 
monly  expressed,  in  the  ancient  Greek  writing,  by  one  and 
the  same  monogramt  ^  (see  Pref.  p.  77,  note).  Matth?ei’s 
backwardness  to  apprehend  the  foi*ce  of  these  testimonies, 
wa9  the  consequence  of  his  bigoted  prepossession  in  favour  of 
the  readings  of  the  text  established  in  the  latter  ages  of  the 
Greek  church.  Michael  is  observes  ( Introd .  vol.  i.  p.  332), 
44  It  is  possible  that  the  true  reading  of  a  passage  may  no 
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44  longer  be  extant  in  any  of  our  MSS. ;  in  which  case,  we 
have  no  other  refuge  than  critical  conjecture.”  In  the  pre¬ 
sent  case,  as  I  have  shewn,  we  have  much  more  than  mere 
critical  conjecture,  to  direct  us  to  the  reading  £g>j<yrov. 

Ver.  22.  profitable  to  me.]  xag-ro?  sgyou  : — This  phrase  is 
a  version  of  the  Latin  4  opera  pretium as  Dr.  Bloomfield 
justly  points  out;  that  is,  4  worth  my  while,'  and,  therefore, 
4  profitable  to  me.’  Our  common  version,  44  this  is  the  fruit 
44  of  my' labour is  absolutely  devoid  of  sense. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  5.  Let  that  mind  be  in  you,  &c.]  This  passage  has 
been  variously  written  in  the  different  copies.  In  the  Const. 
and  rec.,  that  is,  in  the  junior  texts,  it  is  read  thus:  rouro  yag 
\ pgoveitOu  ev  l[u\>.  In  the  more  ancient  uncial  MSS.,  D.  E.  F.G. 
of  Wetstein,  it  is  written,  rouro  pgoi£m  ev  v/ljv,  without  yag; 
but,  in  the  most  ancient,  the  Vat.,  it  stands  thus,  rouro  <pgove/re 
ev  ?! fuv  (u/i/v  et  ripiv  millies  inter  se  commutantur.  Pref.  p.  56). 
Cyrill,  as  cited  by  Mattheei,  quotes  the  passage,  in  different 
places,  with  all  the  varieties  of  the  three  readings. 

Ver.  6.  regarded  not  —  as  a  prize.]  oux  a.£rray(jLov  ■ny7ioa.ro: 
— agTay/Mov  nyt/oQai  — 4  to  regard  as  a  prize,'  is  best  explained 
from  its  diametric  opposites,  tyifuuv — -<rxu/3aXa  Tjye/ofla/ — 4  to 
4  regard  as  a  loss — as  refuse ,’  in  the  uext  chapter,  ver.  8; 
which  adverse  phrases  express  the  highest  and  lowest  degrees 
of  estimation.  St.  Paul  therefore  argues  ;  that,  if  our  Lord 
himself  did  not  regard  his  equality  with  the  Father  as  a 
prize,  to  be  held  and  retained  for  his  own  sake,  but,  one  to 
be  relinquished  for  the  sake  of  others;  we  ought  not  to 
regard  our  own  personal  interests  only,  but  to  postpone,  and 
even  to  hazard  them,  for  the  sake  of  others.  With  respect  to 
the  different  terminations  of  ag-ray^os,  here  used  by  St.  Paul, 
and  a.gTtuyfj.u,  cited  from  Heliodorus ; 1  they  appear  rather 


1  ou%  a^<ra.y[i.ctt  oubi  \^ficuat  kywrat,  to  7r/>ayftci—ht  he  does  not  regard  it  as 
“  a  prize,  or  good  fortune.”  See  Paikhurst’s  Gr.  Lex.  k^vayfLo;. 
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to  have  been,  in  their  origin,  dialectic  varieties,  as  wxtj  and 
wx og,  Keroa  and  csr^os,1  than  metaphysical  distributions  of 
import.  Too  much  weight  seems  to  have  been  laid  by  a 
late  learned  critic  on  the  assumption  of  their  denoting  the 
latter :  aoya.<ffLa  and  ctuyao/ios,  <pctvra,<i(ict  and  ipavTue/iog,  cyjafia 
and  &c.,  appear  to  have  been  respectively  used  in 

one  and  the  same  sense.  Of  the  two  passages  cited  by 
Stephens,  from  Atheneeus  and  from  Plutarch,  the  former 
uses  GTsvay/jja,  and  the  latter  artvayp o$,  in  the  same  sense, 
namely,  in  that  of  ‘  gemitus — groan ,  or  groaning .’  In 
2  Pet.  ii.  22,  where  the  rec .  text  reads  xvX/<r//.a,  the  Vat.  MS. 
reads  xuXnfftov:  which  suffices  to  shew,  that  the  agxaypa,  of 
Ileliodorus,  and  the  ccgnayfioe  of  St.  Paul,  are  to  be  interpreted 
in  the  same  sense ;  and  therefore,  that  the  example  cited 
from  Heliodorus,  truly  illustrates  this  passage  of  St.  Paul. 

Ver.  30.  endangering  his  life.]  vagafioXtuaa/Mevos — periculo 
se  exponens: — This  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.,  Alex. t  Clermont , 
St.  German ,  Augiensis,  Boerner .  MSS.  The  third  and  fourth 
of  these  fix  the  reading  in  their  accompanying  Latin  version, 
by  rendering,  u par abolatus  de  anima  sua.”  Dr.  Bloomfield, 
in  maintaining  the  later  reading,  of  the  rec.  text,  xagafiov- 
\euffut<ievo$  (ou  for  o),  observes,  “  As  to  the  authority  of  MSS. 
“  for  the  other  reading,  they  are  hut  six  in  number .”  I  must 
here  request  the  reader  to  look  back,  with  attention,  to  what 
has  been  said  in  the  Preface ,  pp.  21,  26,  and  note  on  the 
authority  of  number  with  respect  to  critical  testimony.  If  he 
will  further  consult,  with  the  same  attention,  Wetstein’s  note 
on  this  passage,  he  can  hardly  fail  to  be  sensible,  that  mere 
number  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  determination  of  the 
reading  in  this  place.  The  learned  annotator  speaks,  with 
great  confidence,  of  “  the  correction  of  those  critics  who 
“  amended  the  MSS.  A.  B.,  &c.”  I  would  respectfully  ask 
him,  where  these  critics  are  to  be  found?  He  must  allow 
me  again  to  say,  that  he  is  not  warranted,  by  any  license  in 
criticism,  to  assume  alteration  (which  he  calls  emendation ) 
in  any  given  MS.,  until  he  shall  have  produced  one  more 
ancient ,  which  has  a  different  reading.  (See  Annot.  to  Mark, 
iii.  27,  p.  189.) 
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Ver.  2.  Beware  of  the  dogs.~\  fiXenere  rovg  xvvug: —  In 
Ps.  xxii.  16,  our  Lord,  speaking  by  the  mouth  of  the  pro¬ 
phet,  says:  “  For,  many  ‘ dogs’  have  encompassed  me:  the 
“  assembly  of  the  wicked  have  enclosed  me :  they  pierced  my 
u  hands  and  my  feet.”  In  the  Greek  *.  exvx\u<r av  pe  xweg  croXXo/* 
6v vayuyT]  vrovqgevo/Aewv  rre^iedyov  pe'  wgv*av  yjugag  /iov,  xai  <7rodovg. 
The  immediate  context  shews,  that  the  term  xuveg  is  applied 
to  the  same  objects,  in  both  places;  namely,  the  unbelieving 
and  rebellious  Jews. 

Ib.  beware  of  the  carnal  abscision.~\  The  sense  of  xara- 
70/j.ri,  as  used  here  by  St.  Paul,  cannot  be  otherwise  con¬ 
veyed  to  the  English  reader  than  by  this  paraphrase.  The 
apostle  opposes  that  term  to  circumcision  in  its  figurative  and 
spiritual  sense;  and  therefore  intends  to  express  the  real  and 
substantial  cutting  away  of  the  flesh.  Why,  then,  it  will  be 
asked,  did  our  revisers  employ  the  word  *  concision?  Because 
Wiclif  had  translated  the  Latin  *  concisionem ,  by  dyvysioun 
i  (division)/  which  was  certainly  not  the  apostle’s  meaning; 
and,  not  finding  an  apter  word  than  Wiclif’s,  they  ended  by 
adopting  the  Latin  word  itself ,  to  terminate  their  difficulty 
(as  ‘  comprehend ,’  in  John,  i.  5),  although  it  conveys  no  sense 
whatever  to  an  English  ear. 


Ver.  3.  who  worship  in  the  Spirit  of  God.~\  ev  <rvevfj,an 
Qeov :  —  So  read  the  Vat.,  Ephr .,  and  all  the  most  authori¬ 
tative  documents,  of  MSS.,  versions,  and  fathers.  The  junior 
MSS.  substituted  Qevj;  but  Griesbach,  and  even  Matthsei, 
has  rejected  the  innovation,  and  restored  the  primitive  ©eov  : 
“  without  sufficient  reason ,”  observes  Dr.  Bloomfield,  “  since 
(as  Bishop  Middleton  has  shewn)  the  propriety  of  the 
“  article,  a9  well  as  the  context,  exclude  ©sow,  and  require 
“  ©gw.”  That  the  venerable  prelate  was  too  precipitate  in 
his  critical  decision,  is  demonstrated  by  other  passages  :  thus, 
OUr  Lord  says,  in  Matt.  xii.  28,  ev  irveu/Lotr/  Qeov  Ex/3aXXw  ra  L  ; 
and  Paul,  in  Rom.  viii.  9,  £/Teg  imv/lo.  Qeov  oixei  ev  u/uv ;  and 
14,  otsoi  yet^  ‘xvevfjsctn  Qeov  uyovrut.  The  presence,  or  absence 
of  the  article,  denotes  no  difference  in  this  place.  There  is 


Chap.  IV. 


PIIILIPPIANS. 


395 


nothing,  therefore,  in  the  construction,  either  to  exclude  0eou, 
or  to  require  0e«.  Mat  than  says,  in  the  note  to  I119  second 
edit. :  “  0eou  in  pluribus  Codd.  inveni,  0£u>  in  nullo.  0eyj,  ex 
“  proximo  Xargeue/v  ortum,  per  somnolentiam  scriborum  et 
u  negligentiam  interpretum.  mw/ia  0eou,  opponitur  ry  mi 
Gagxog  rTtpro/zyl” 

Ver.  11.  the  resurrection  of  the  dead.']  By  avaaramg,  in 
this  place,  St.  Paul  plainly  intends  the  trgvm  ava<sra<u<; — 
i  first  resurrection /  of  his  fellow  apostle,  in  Rev.  xx.  5,  which 
he  himself  explains  in  ch.  i.  23,  of  this  Epistle;  for,  to  a 
general  resurrection  all  must  attain.  (See  Annot.  to  Luke, 
xxiii.  41,  p.  250,  1.) 

Ver.  16.]  In  the  common  text  of  this  verse,  we  find  the 
Italic  insertion  placed  here  within  brackets — tig  6 
e<p&a6a[Ltv  ru>  avryj  Gror/tiv.  [xavow*  to  auro  ov£/v]  ;  which  has 
been  introduced  for  elucidation,  but  is  not  known  to  the  Vat. 
and  Alex.  MSS.,  the  Copt,  and  Ethiop.  versions,  or  Hillary 
and  Augustin.  How  much  this  passage  has  been  worried  in 
transcription,  may  be  seen  in  Seholz’s  note. 

Ver.  20.  for,  our  country  is  in  heaven.]  The  tfoX/reu/z. a  tv 
ougavo/s,  is  here  opposed  to  ra  iviytia.  in  the  preceding  verse  : 
—  'TeX/reu//,a,  which  strictly  means  *  citizenship ,*  will  best  be 
interpreted,  in  the  apostle’s  political  sense,  by  *  country ,’ 
which  embraces  the  former.  Compare  Ileb.  xi.  14— 1G ; 
xii.  22,  3. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  18.  Though  I  am  without  all  things ,  yet  I  abound  :] 
axiyga  navra.,  xat  xtgiGGtuu  :  —  For  this  Sen9C  of  a Ttyjii,  See 
Annot.  to  Matt.  vi.  2.  Compare  2  Cor.  vi.  10,  y,rtfov 
typvTtgy  xai  navra  xaTtypvrtg  — 1  as  having  nothing ,  yet  j)os- 
i  sessing  all  things.’ 
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Ver.  6.  and  increaseth  ]  xa/  au£a vopevov :  this  is  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  Vat.  and  all  the  most  ancient  authorities ;  but  it 
has  lapsed  from  the  later  texts  through  the  o/xo/oreXEurov  ;~ 
/xevov—pe vov.  So  far,  therefore,  from  being  a  case  of  “  inju- 
“  dicious  insertion ,”  into  which  opinion  Dr.  Bloomfield  has 
been  induced  to  follow  Malthai,  it  is  a  manifest  case  of 
t  negligent  omission ,’  in  the  junior  MSS.  Scliolz  has  duly 
restored  xa/  aui-av  o/xevov. 

Ver.  7.]  Epaphras ,  in  the  Greek  text,  and  in  our  version, 
is  only  an  abbreviation  of  Epaphroditus  (see  Pref.  p.  74), 
and  ought  so  to  be  rendered  (as  also  Prisca ,  of  Priscilla) ; 
that  an  incautious  reader  may  not  suppose  this  Epaphras  a 
different  person  from  Epaphroditus,  mentioned  in  Philipp, 
ii.  25 ;  iv.  18. 

Ver.  12.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads  this  verse  thus :  £u%ao/<r- 

Touvre s  u/mcl  rtfj  < rar^/,  ru»  xaXeffam  xai  ixavue an/  —  xaXEcram 

has  lapsed  from  the  junior  texts,  through  the  o/xo/or. —  cram — 
cram. 

lb.  hath  (jualijied  us.]  /xavwuam  npctq :  so  2  Cor.  iii.  7. 
(See  Pref.  p.  11 .) 

Ver.  14.  We  obtain  redemption,  even  the  remission  of  siws] 
The  Italic  insertion ,  dia  rov  a//xaros  aurou —  ‘  through  his  blood ,* 
is  disclaimed,  in  this  place,  by  every  ancient  authority,  whether 
of  MS.  or  version.  It  is  not  contained  in  the  Vat.  MS. ;  nor 
in  the  uncial  MSS.  A.C.D.E.  F.G. ;  nor  in  the  twelve  later 
MSS.  cited  by  Wetstein;  nor  in  Vat.  367,  Pio-Vat.  50,  or 
Havn.  1  and  3  of  Birch;  nor  in  the  Latin,  Syr .,  Copt.,  and 
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Ethiop .  versions ;  nor  in  the  citations  of  the  verse  by  Athe- 
nasius,  Basil,  Chrysostom,  Cyrill,  and  other  fathers.  It  wears 
the  stamp  of  the  age  that  corrupted  Acts,  xx.  28  (where  see 
Annot.) ;  and  is  so  plainly  an  interpolation  of  a  later  age, 
that  Scholz  has  rejected  it. 

Ver.  15.  begotten  before  every  creation .]  This  is  demon¬ 
strated  to  be  the  true  sense  of  cgwroroxos,  in  this  place,  by  the 
consequence  drawn  in  the  following  sentence.  (See  Bloom¬ 
field’s  note.)  The  Greeks  used  nxrw  in  both  senses,  t  pario 
i  and  gigno yevvutf/  (j.ev  yag  cifA^u  xaj  r/xroutf/,  xvouffi  de  ye  ou* 
aXXa  (A7}rgog  jlov r)g  tovto  xvgiag. —  EuSTATH.  p.  1568. 

Ver.  19.  to  make  his  fulness  to  reside  in  him.]  The  Greek 
texts  read  xaro/x7j<ra/,  which  is  an  Itacism  for  xaro/x/<ra /  (see 
Pref.  p.  61).  See  Macknight’s  note;  with  Castalio’s  inter¬ 
pretation,  which  is  thus  confirmed. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  2,  3.  of  the  mystery  of  God,  namely ,  Christ,  &c.] 
The  Vat.  MS.  has  not  xa /  crargo?  xai  rou.  Compare  v.  25,  26, 
of  the  preceding  chapter,  to  fivarrjpiov,  bg  ecu  Xgmrog.  So  here, 
eig  etfiyvoHftv  rou  rov  06ou,  (StjXoi'Otv  sub.)  Xg/tfrou,  x.  r.  X. 

Ver.  16.  in  respect — of  Sabbaths .]  It  is  a  most  remark¬ 
able  fact  (and  certainly  not  designed  to  be  unnoticed  by  us), 
that  in  the  1  New  Covenant whether  in  the  Gospels  or  in 
the  Epistles,  there  is  not  a  single  precept,  either  from  our 
Saviour  or  from  any  one  of  his  apostles,  relating  to  a  Sabbath. 
The  only  occasions  on  which  any  observations  respecting  it 
occur,  are  two.  The  first,  is  that  in  which,  when  the  Pharisees 
expressed  offence  at  the  disciples  eating  the  ears  of  corn  on  a 
Sabbath-day,  as  being  a  breach  of  the  legal  ordinance  for  the 
Sabbath,  our  Lord  defended  the  disciples,  and  reprehended 
their  censurers.  The  second,  is  this  of  St.  Paul,  who,  in 
enforcing  on  the  minds  of  the  Colossians  their  relief,  under 
the  Gospel,  from  all  the  ancient  ceremonial  ordinances,  says, 
u  Let  no  one  judge  you  in  respect  of  Sabbaths.*'  The  Gospel, 
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therefore,  with  a  silence  almost  mysterious,  abstains  from 
uttering:  a  single  word  to  direct  us  with  relation  to  the 
observance  of  a  Sabbath  :  which  silence  is  the  more  striking, 
as  the  Jewish  Sabbath  was  then  at  the  eve  of  being  abro¬ 
gated. 

We  collect  from  one  passage,  when  explained  by  tra¬ 
ditional  history  (Rev.  i.  10),  that  the  apostolic  church 
observed  the  first  day  of  the  week,  under  the  name  of  the 
*  Lord' s-day  and,  though  we  know  that  it  discontinued  the 
ancient  Jewish  observance  of  the  last  day ,  yet,  there  is  not 
a  particle  of  testimony,  that  it  transferred  to  that  first  day, 
the  ordinances  which  the  Jewish  law  had  enjoined  for  the 
observance  of  the  last  day  of  the  week,  or  legal  Sabbath. 

Thus  left  without  any  positive  evangelical  rule  for  his 
guidance,  the  earnest  Christian  will  question  himself,  by 
what  principle  he  is  to  govern  his  conduct  with  relation  to 
that^irs^  day?  To  discover  that  principle,  he  will  search  for 
some  notification  of  the  Divine  will  respecting  a  Sabbath, 
separately  from  the  legal  ordinances  which  have  been  abo¬ 
lished.  Such  notification  he  will  not  find  in  the  New  Scrip¬ 
tures;  he  will  therefore  look  back  to  the  Old.  There  he 
will  read  :  “  Blessed  is  the  man  that  keepeth  the  Sabbath, 
“  from  polluting  it;  and  keepeth  his  hand  from  doing  any 
“  evil.  If  thou  turn  away  thy  foot,  by  reason  of  the  Sabbath,1 
“  from  doing  thy  pleasure  on  my  Holy  day ;  and  call  the 
“  Sabbath  a  delight,  the  Holy  of  the  Lord,  honourable ;  and 
“  shalt  honour  Him,  not  doing  thine  own  ways,  nor  doing 
i(  thine  own  pleasure,  nor  speaking  thine  own  words ;  then 
“  shalt  thou  delight  thyself  in  the  Lord.”  (Is.  lvi.  2;  lviii. 
13.)  This,  therefore,  is  found  to  be  the  fundamental  prin¬ 
ciple,  or  ba9e,  on  which  the  temporary  superstructure  of 


1  Our  version  renders  this  sentence,  “  If  thou  turn  away  thy  foot  from  the 
“  Sabbath Bp.  Lowth  renders,  ‘  If  thou  restrain  thy  foot  from  the  Sabbath 
but  neither  the  notes  of  this  learned  translator,  nor  those  of  Scott,  or  of  Mant 
and  Doyley,  offer  any  elucidation  of  these  obscure  and  equivocal  translations. 
The  Greek  interpreters  rendered,  tat  a^otrr^t^/^s  rot  rroha.  sou  arro  rut  2a.fifia.ruv, 
roo  fit],  Slc.,  which  might  serve  to  yield  the  6ame  sense  as  our  version ;  but,  a 
moment’s  consideration  will  render  it  sensible,  that  a*o  is  here  to  be  under¬ 
stood  in  its  sense  of  prtB — by  reason  of,  and,  therefore,  that  we  are  to  under¬ 
stand,  ‘  If  thou  turn  away  thy  foot  (from  its  being,  or  because  it  is  the  Sabbath) 
‘  from  doing  thy  pleasure,’  &c.  (See  Hoogev.  n.  to  Vigeh,  p.  522.)  “  ««r o 
“  often  signifies,  *  on  account  of.'  ” — (Matthai,  Gr.  Gr.  vol.  ii.  p.  870.) 
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the  legal  Sabbath  had  been  raised ;  but  that,  being  now 
taken  away,  leaves  the  observance  of  the  Christian  Sabbath 
a  responsibility  on  the  soul  of  man,  immediately  towards  its 
God.  Such  observance,  under  the  Gospel,  must  consist 
wholly,  4  in  Spirit ,  and  in  Truth  :*  not  in  4  building  again 
1  the  things  that  are  destroyed,*  nor  in  re-enacting  a  4  law  of 
4  a  carnal  commandment  V  As  well  might  a  nurse  expect  to 
induce  sleep  on  her  child,  by  chiding  and  scolding,  as  a 
Christian  legislator  expect  to  induce  a  spiritual  disposition 
on  the  souls  of  men,  by  carnal  coercion  and  severity.  It  is 
his  duty,  indeed,  to  vindicate  the  Sabbath  against  unequi¬ 
vocal  pollution  and  acknowledged  outrage,  but,  he  is  not 
licensed  to  attach  those  characters  according  to  his  own 
private  and  individual  arbitrement ;  lest  he  should  fall  into 
a  similar  error  with  that  of  the  Pharisees,  whom  our  Lord 
shewed,  with  all  their  zeal  and  assumed  superiority  of  know¬ 
ledge  of  their  religion,  to  be  incompetent  judges  of  what 
truly  constituted  the  observance,  or  the  breach  of  a  Sabbath 
in  His  sight ,  who  *  knew  what  was  in  man’  and  who  •  was 
1  Lord  even  of  the  Sabbath .* 

The  silence  respecting  Sabbath  ordinances,  so  remarkable 
under  the  *  New  Covenant ,’  is  explained,  1st,  in  our  Lord’s 
declaration  to  the  woman  of  Samaria ;  44  The  time  is  coming, 
“  when  the  true  worshippers  will  worship  the  Father  in 
44  Spirit  and  in  Truth;  for  the  Father  seeketh  such  to  vvor- 
44  ship  Ilim and  2dly,  in  St.  Peter’s  question  at  the  opening 
of  the  first  council  of  the  church  ;  “  Why  tempt  ye  God,  by 
44  putting  a  yoke  on  the  neck  of  the  disciples,  which  neither 
44  our  fathers,  nor  we,  have  been  able  to  bear?”  It  is  not, 
therefore,  by  putting  such  a  yoke  on  the  neck  of  Christ’s 
disciples,  that  we  can,  with  any  reason,  expect  to  produce 
such  worshippers  as  ‘  the  Father  seeketh  to  worship  Him.’ 

Ver.  18.  Let  no  one  seduce  you ,  at  his  will.]  The  Latin, 
*  seducat,'  correctly  gives  the  intention  of  xara/^a/Seuerw,  which 
signifies,  4  to  cause  a  competitor  to  lose  his  prize,  by  drawing 
<  him  aside  from  the  goal — seorsim  ducendo ,  or  seducendo  * — 
hXwv,  ‘  at  his  will,’  as  deXovrccs,  in  2  Pet.  iii.  5. 

Ib.  entering  on  things  that  he  hath  seen,  vainly  puffed  up, 
&c.]  The  Vat.,  Alex.,  and  Clermont  MSS.,  the  Coptic  version, 
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and  Origen,  thus  read :  a  eutgaxev  e^/SaTtywk.  But,  because  it 
was  evident  that  the  pretender  had  not  seen  those  things, 
a  later  and  duller  age  inserted  the  negative  w :  yet,  it  was 
sufficiently  manifest,  from  the  style  and  tone  of  the  apostle, 
that  he  meant,  1  -pretended  to  have  seen.* 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  8,  9.  manhood .]  See  Annot.  to  2  Cor.  iv.  16. 

Ver.  14.  And  let  the  peace  of  Christ  rule,  &c.]  X£/<rrou, 
not  0fou,  is  the  reading  of  every  most  ancient  MS.  and  ver¬ 
sion  ;  according  to  Christ’s  bequest  to  his  church :  “  Peace  I 
“  leave  with  you,  My  peace  I  give  to  you  !”  (John,  xiv.  26.) 
The  same  authorities  also  read  06^  for  Ki^/w,  in  the  next 
verse. 
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Ver.  1.  Grace  and  peace  be  to  you.']  The  Vat.r  and  two 
other  uncial  MSS.,  close  this  verse  with  xagig  vtuv  XCLl  ugw* 
and  have  not  the  repetition  contained  in  the  rec.  text,  and  in 
our  version. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  8.  even  our  own  lives.]  rug  taoruv  — 4  lives, 

as  in  John,  x.  14, 16,  not 4  souls.3  The  Vulg.  has  *  anima3  in 
both  places,  which  Wiclif  properly  rendered  4  lyf3  in  both. 
His  revisers  have  unadvisedly  substituted  ‘  souls  3  in  this 
passage. 

Ver.  16.  to  the  end.]  tig  rtKog: — until  the  consummation , 
or,  as  Chrysostom  speaks,  tug  <rvvre\tiag ,  in  the  sense  in  which 
our  Lord  used  that  phrase,  in  Matt.  xiii.  39,  40 :  w  The 
“  Jews  (said  that  eminent  father)  will  be  held  in  their  present 
“  bondage ,  until  the  consummation3 — tug  swnfatas  xa&fcr 
cturovg  f)  3oyXe/a  avri j. —  ( Adv .  Jud.  tom.  i.  p.  G50.)  And  so 
Jerom:  “  The  present  desolation  of  the  Jews  will  continue  to 
u  the  end  of  the  world — Usque  ad  finem  mundi  perseverabit 
“  vastitas  Judaeorum.  {in  Esaiam ,  c.  i.)” 


‘  CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  14.  as  also  ye  do  walk.]  xadug  xai  tregiTare/re : — This 
gracious  and  encouraging  clause,  which  exists  in  the  Vat. 
and  in  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions,  has  lapsed  from 
the  junior  copies.  The  reader  will  now  be  able  to  appreciate 
the  pretensions  of  these  latter,  to  determine  the  text ;  and  to 
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exclude  passages  sanctioned  by  authorities  so  much  their 
superior,  in  every  point  that  constitutes  authority. 

Ver.  17-19.]  In  these  verses,  the  apostle  decorously  con¬ 
veys  an  injunction,  that  every  man  should  confine  himself  to 
his  own  wife,  with  purity  and  sanctity  of  love ;  and  should 
not  invade  the  marital  property  of  another.  Wetstein  truly 
observes,  “  cum  xraaQcu  proprie  significat  acquirer e,  non 
“  potest  tfxeuos  significare  corpus  suum,  sed  uxorem  and  the 
Hebrew  authority  which  he  cites,  shews  that  <rxeuo$ — ‘  vas — 
‘  vessel would  have  been  understood,  in  the  apostle’s  age, 
to  signify  ‘  uxor*  in  this  place. — “  Megilla  Esther,  i.  11: 
“  In  convivio  illius,  impii  aliqui  dicebant :  mulieres  Medicae 
“  sunt  pulchriores ;  alii  vero :  Persies  sunt  pulchriores. 
t£  Dixit  ad  eas  Achasuerus :  Vas  meum ,  quo  ego  utor ,  neque 
“  Medicum,  neque  Persicum  est,  sed  Chaldaicum.”  We  are, 
therefore,  to  understand  ywcuxeiov,  as  in  1  Pet.  iii.  7. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  1.  as  the  others,  who  have  not  hope .]  Of  the  vast¬ 
ness  of  the  consolation  here  administered  to  believers,  and 
of  the  profoundness  of  the  affliction  which  must  have  been 
endured  by  those  who  possessed  it  not,  we  shall  obtain  an 
adequate  sense  from  considering  the  feelings  of  an  amiable 
heathen  under  the  circumstances  signified  by  the  apostle. 
The  younger  Pliny  thus  expresses  himself,  on  the  death  of  a 
beloved  friend :  fi  I  think,  of  what  a  friend,  of  what  a  per- 
“  son,  I  am  bereaved !  You  will  say,  that  he  had  completed 
“  his  67th  year,  which  age  is  sufficiently  long  for  the  most 
“  robust :  I  know  it.  That  he  has  escaped  from  continual  ill 
u  health :  I  know  it.  That  he  has  departed,  while  his  friends 
“  were  living ;  and  while  the  republic  was  flourishing,  which 
u  was  dearer  to  him  than  all  of  them  :  I  know  this  also. 
“  Nevertheless,  I  grieve,  as  if  it  were  for  the  death  of  one 
“  young  and  vigorous :  but  I  grieve  (though  you  may  think 
“  me  weak)  for  my  own  sake !  For  I  have  lost,  I  have  lost 
<£  the  witness,  the  guide,  and  instructor  of  my  life  !  In  short, 
“  I  will  say,  what  I  said  to  my  friend  Calvisius  in  the  fresh- 
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44  ness  of  my  grief,  ‘  1  fear  that  1 shall  he  too  careless  of  my 
“  life.1  Wherefore,  give  me  some  consolation :  not  such  as 
44  these,  4  He  was  old — he  was  sickly for  I  know  all  this; 
44  but,  something  new  —  something  great ,  of  which  1  have 
“  never  heard}  or  read.  For ,  what  I  have  heard ,  what  1 
“  have  read ,  occurs  of  its  own  accord;  but,  it  is  overwhelmed 
“  by  such  great  grief ! — Sed  nova  aliqua,  sed  magna,  quee 
u  audieram  nunquam ,  legcrim  nunquam :  nam  quse  audivi, 
“  quee  legi,  sponte  succurrunt,  sed  tanto  dolor e  super antur ." 
—  (Plin.  Ejnst.  lib.  i.  Ep.  12.)  Such  was  the  universally 
disconsolate  state  of  the  heathen  world,  to  which  the  apostle 
administered  the  4  new,  the  4  great  ’  consolation  imparted  in 
this  chapter ;  consolation,  of  which  none  of  his  heathen  con¬ 
verts  and  auditors  had  ever  before  1  heard,  or  had  ever  1  read  !’ 

Ver.  4.  with  a  voice  of  archangel.']  tv  <puvy  a :  — 
not,  4  the  voice  of  the  archangel/ — The  word  a^uyytXog 
occurs  in  no  other  place  in  the  Sacred  Scriptures,  except 
in  the  Epistle  of  Jude,  where  it  is  used  with  the  demon¬ 
strative  6 ;  which  passage  holds  no  authority  adducible  ill 
sacred  criticism.  (See  Annot.  to  Jude.)  In  the  passage 
before  us,  the  word  has  no  such  article.  From  this  single 
employment  of  the  word  by  St.  Paul,  an  order  of  heavenly 
beings  has  been  created  by  the  fertility  of  human  imagina¬ 
tion,  without  any  sanction  whatever  from  revelation;  and 
has  been  introduced  into  ancient  Liturgies,  from  whence  it 
has  been  adopted  into  our  own  :  —  a^ayyt\o<;  properly 
expresses,  ruler  or  commander  of  angehy  and  is  ifpplicable 
exclusively  to  Him  of  whom  it  is  said  (1  Pet.  iii.  22),  that 
he  44  is  gone  into  heaven,  and  is  on  the  right-hand  of  God, 
44  angels • — ■ being  made  subject  to  him  —  iirroraytvTuv  civruj  a yyt- 
44  \wv.”  The  a^ayytXog,  or  Ruler  of  Angels,  therefore,  whose 
4  Voice’  shall  rouse  the  dead,  can  be  no  other  than  our  Lord 
himself;  wrho  has  distinctly  told  us  (John,  v.  24),  “The  hour 
44  is  coming,  when  the  dead  shall  hear  the  Voice  of  the  Son 
44  of  man and  the  same  is  here  signified  also,  if  moderate 
attention  he  given  to  the  words,  44  the  Lord  will  come  with 
44  a  Voice  of  archangel .”  The  plural  4  archangels,  is  abso¬ 
lutely  unscrljtturaL  The  Christian  church  is  informed  of 
no  other  4  archangel;  no  mention  of  such  a  dignity  is  ad¬ 
verted  to  in  the  book  of  Revelation,  which  presents  to  us 
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the  most  intimate  views  we  possess  of  the  heavenly  agents ; 
and  therefore,  that  imaginary  order  in  the  celestial  hierarchy, 
which  has  been  so  long  accepted  from  an  uncritical  and 
superstitious  age,  should  now  be  erased  from  the  Christian 
vocabulary. 

Ver.  5.  and  so  we  shall  be  for  ever  with  the  Lord .]  In 
this  clear  and  unequivocal  disclosure  of  the  immediate  result 
of  the  day  of  Resurrection,  we  are  certified,  that  the  transition 
will  be  instantaneous,  from  the  grave  to  eternity .  The  con¬ 
ception,  of  an  obtrusive  * Millennium  *  between  the  grave  and 
the  *  JEt&rnumj  is,  in  its  essence,  <sa^xntov  voripa — 1  a  carnal 
1  thought^'  not  only  unsupported,  but  here  directly  contra¬ 
dicted,  by  Revelation ;  and  evidently  sprang  from  a  clinging 
to  time ,  and  to  the  objects  familiar  to  our  present  apprehen¬ 
sions.  We  know,  that  the  fiction  was  first  introduced,  in  the 
second  century,  by  Papias ;  and  that  Eusebius  recorded  it, 
as  an  evidence  of  the  weakness  of  his  understanding :  “  He 
“  (Papias)/’  says  this  historian,  “  related  some  other  things 
“  of  a  very  fabulous  character,  pvtoxortga  ;  among  these,  that 
“  there  would  be  a  certain  period  of  a  thousand  years,  after 
“  the  resurrection  from  the  dead,  in  which  the  kingdom  of 
“  Christ  would  be  established,  corporeally,  on  this  same 
“  earth :  which,  I  am  of  opinion,  he  supposed,  through  mis- 
“  apprehending  the  statements  of  the  apostles,  and  not  per- 
“  ceiving  that  they  were  spoken  with  a  mystical  sense:  for, 
“  he  was  a  man  of  a  very  little  mind,  as  is  manifested  by  the 
“  evidence  of  his  own  works.” — Eccl.  Hist .  lib.  iii.  c.  ult. 
p.  137.  Ed.  Cantab.  1720.  (See  Annot.  to  John,  p.  268.) 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  16.  to  all  the  brethren .]  craw  roig  ads\<poig: —  uyioig — 
‘  holyS  has  been  officiously  added  in  the  junior  MSS. ;  but  it 
is  absent  from  all  the  most  ancient  copies. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  8.  in  flaming  fire. ]  ev  pXoy/  <ru£o$: — “As  to  this 
“  reading,”  says  Dr.  Bloomfield,  “  it  is  a  manifest  correction 
u  of  ev  rr\jot  pXoyos.”  Where,  I  would  ask,  is  the  manifesta¬ 
tion  ?  It  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  and  most  ancient  texts  ; 
and  could  not  have  been  corrected  by  a  junior,  for  it  is  writ¬ 
ten  in  the  Vat.  MS.  {  prima  manu.’  Is  it  more  reasonable 
to  say,  *  in  afire  of flame,'  than  ‘  in  a  flame  of  fire?'  The 
reading,  -rug/  pXoyo?,  pertains,  as  Scholz  truly  states,  to  il  rec. 
“  cum  Codd.  recent,  fere  omnib.” 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  1.  Concerning  the  coming]  i/treg  : — the  Latin  ren¬ 
dered  ‘  per,'  from  whence  Wiclif  rendered  *  bi*  which  version 
his  reviewers  have  suffered  to  pass,  without  correcting  it  by 
the  Greek  :  y-reg  is  here  to  be  understood  in  the  sense  of 
moi  (Matthiae,  §  582),  as  the  Latin  1  super  *  in  the  sense  of 
‘  de,'  *  concerning Whereas,  the  phrase,  “  We  beseech  you, 
“  bg  the  coming,”  See.,  is  the  language  of  adjuration;  than 
which  nothing  can  be  more  distant  from  the  apostle’s  pur¬ 
pose,  who  only  premises  the  subject  on  which  he  is  about 
to  enter. 

Ver.  2.  that  the  day  of  the  Lord  is  already  come.']  on 
ivtST7,y.tv  ti  Y,ntpa  roy  Kug/ou : —  So  read  the  Vat.  IMS.  and  the 
most  ancient  authorities;  the  junior  copies  have  substituted 
Xoiffrc-v  for  Ky otou.  Eveffrzxsv  is  evidently  to  be  understood,  in 
this  place,  with  the  same  sense  as  mgrvra,  in  Rom.  viii.  38; 
both  words  being  in  the  perfect  past.  Evssrura,  in  Romans, 
is  rendered  by  the  Vulg.  *  instantia ,’  and  by  Wiclif,  ( present 
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‘  thingis.'  Our  revisers  have  retained  Wiclifs  word ;  Mac- 
knight  also,  and  Bloomfield,  interpret  eyetrrwra,  4 present .’ 
EyeffTTixEv,  therefore,  in  this  place,  signifies,  4  is  present /  or, 

‘  is  already  come.''  This  notion,  against  which  St.  Paul  warns 
the  Thessalonians,  viz.  that  the  predicted  4  day  of  the  Lord  ’ 
attained  its  fulfilment  in  the  first  coming  of  Christ,  is  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  of  the  error  which  the  apostle  reprobates  in  his 
Second  Epistle  to  Tim.  c.  ii.  18,  viz.  4  that  the  resurrection 
4  had  already  been,1  namely,  when  our  Lord  rose  from  the 
dead.  There  is  hardly  an  heretical  error  of  the  apostolic 
age,  of  which  we  have  so  plain  and  express  a  record ;  yet 
it  is  unnoticed,  here,  by  both  Macknight  and  Bloomfield; 
and  is  but  slightly  adverted  to  by  Mosheim,  whose  trans¬ 
lator  refers  to  44  the  accurate  accounts  given  of  these  men 
44  by  Vitringa,  Observ.  Sacr.  lib.  iv.  c.  9,  p.  952;  Ittigius, 
44  J)e  Hceresiarchis  cevi  Apostol.  §  1,  c.  8,  p.  84  ;  Budd;eus, 
44  De  Eccles .  Apostol.  c.  5,  p.  292.” — (Mosh.  Eccles.  Hist . 
vol.  i.  p.  132,  note.) 

Ver.  3.  The  man  of  iniquity ]  more  literally,  of  4  lawless - 
4  ness:' — 6  avdgcdvos  rr\g  avofuag:  —  So  reads  the  Vat.  MS.,  with 
the  Coptic  version,  Origen,  Cyril;  the  four  MSS.  cited  by 
Wetstein ;  the  valuable  Cod.  Vat.  367,  and  Vind.  Roll.  10, 
cited  by  Birch  ;  and  four  others  cited  by  Scholz.  Tertullian 
renders  4  delinquent^  homo^  not  4  homo  peccati ,’  as  the  mo¬ 
dern  Lat.  Vulgate,  which  follows  ihe  junior  Greek  reading, 
«/xa gnoLg.  Wiclif  rendered  4  man  of  synne ,’  from  the  Vulgate, 
which  his  revisers  have  retained.  Erasmus  altered  the  Vul¬ 
gate  to  4  homo  ille  scelerosus adding  in  a  note,  44  o  a vOgumg 
44  rr,g  apugnag — JDivus  Ambrosius,  ut  explicaret  vim  articuli, 
44  legit,  4  homo  tile ,’  ut  acceperemus  de  certo  homine  dictum.” 
That  the  original  reading  was  avowing,  which  was  afterwards 
changed,  for  interpretation,  to  a/xagr/a?,  is  critically  proved  by 
the  weight  (not  the  number)  of  external  testimonies;  and  also 
of  internal,  at  v.  8,  where  the  same  is  called  6  avopog — 'exlex* 
It  is  the  more  necessary  to  attend  to  the  difference,  because 
a vo/x/a  has  an  import  which  a.aa^r/a  has  not.  a/xa^r/a  signifies, 
the  transgression  of  a  law ;  ayo/x/a,  outlawry ,  in  its  etymo¬ 
logical  sense,  of  being  out  of  the  sphere  of  a  law ;  whether 
by  circumstance  only,  as  the  Gentiles  are  called  a vo/xo/  (1  Cor. 
ix.  22),  or  by  rebellion  against  the  law,  as  in  1  Tim.  i.  9, 
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ai ioimis  xai  avucoraxro/g.  This  various  reading  is  not  noticed, 
either  by  Macknight,  Burton,  or  Bloomfield.  I  shall  not 
aspire  to  add  any  thing  satisfactory  to  Dr.  Bloomfield’s 
introductory  note  on  this  mysterious  passage  :  I  subscribe 
unreservedly  to  his  judgment,  that  the  resolving  fact ,  which 
alone  shall  fully  disclose  its  mystery,  is  still  in  futurity, 
though  perhaps  not  remotely;  and,  consequently,  that  all 
the  solutions  hitherto  confidently  proposed  for  its  complete 
exposition,  under  the  reading  a/^agr/ag,  are  but  fond  self- 
delusions  of  their  respective  learned,  but  discordant  authors. 
Scholz  retains  the  received  reading. 

Ver.  4.  So  as  to  seat  himself  in  the  sanctuary  of  God, 
declariug  himself  to  be  a  God.]  wg  Qeou  — 1  as  God,’  in  the 
received  text,  is  a  superfluity  not  found  in  the  oldest  MSS. 
and  versions. 

Ver.  13.  for  a  first-fruit.]  aKagyyp : — So  reads  the  earliest 
MS.  that  we  possess,  and  other  MSS.  both  uncial  and  junior ; 
not  a<r  ag^g — 4  from  the  beginning  ’  with  the  received  text. 
Matthsei’s  personal  decision  in  favour  of  the  latter  (“  equidam 
44  certe  lego  a<r  ag^g”),  is  devoid  of  all  counteracting  weight. 
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Ver.  3.  So  do  now.']  Bloomfield  is  sensible  of  the  ellipsis 
in  this  passage,  and  justly  suggests  o uru  xai  vuv  cragaxaXu,  to 
supply  it;  according  to  1  Cor.  xvi.  1,  ouru  xai  Cfiti;  <roir,uare. 

Ver.  4.  the  dispensation  of  God.]  oixowfituv  Qtov : — There 
is  no  reading  more  powerfully  supported  by  the  testimony 
both  of  antiquity,  and  of  numbers ,  than  this  of  o/xovofiiav, 
against  the  oixoho/iiav  of  the  junior  texts.  The  Vat.  MS.  is 
defective  of  the  Epistles  to  Timothy ;  but,  besides  the  nume¬ 
rous  testimonies  for  otxovo jiiav  cited  by  Wetstein,  Birch  has 
adduced,  “  Vatt.  367,  1210;  Pio-Vat.  50;  Neapol.  reg. 
u  Laur.  32;  Pint.  iv. ;  Vind.  Koll.  10;  Vindd.  34,  35,  36, 
“37;  Havn .  1.”  Matthsei  also  reads  oixovo/ttav,  and  adds: 
“  Ita  omnes  omnino  mei :  —  otx oboyiav,  nihil  nisi  error  est 
“  typothetarum  Erasmi,  3  cum  v  confuso."  (See  his  note  on 
the  passage.)  The  apostle  is  not  here  adverting  to  progress 
or  growth  ill  faith,  which  is  always  intended  in  the  figurative 
term  oixaho^a, — ‘  building  but  to  its  orderly  settlement ,  in  the 
first  instance,  in  regulating  the  household  of  God  ;  that  there 
may  be  no  misunderstandings,  and  therefore  no  questions  and 
doubts.  Such  positive  authorities  are  not  to  be  overruled 
by  arguments  drawn  from  a  possibility  of  an  alteration  of  the 
word  having  taken  place ;  which  bears,  equally,  both  ways. 

Ver.  10.  the  wholesome  doctrine  of  the  glorious  Gospel.] 
The  phrase,  i j  3/3a<rxaX/a  —  xara  ro  evayy.,  is  equivalent  to, 
‘  the  doctrine  of,  or  pertaining  to,  the  Gospel/ 

Ver.  18.  which  last ]  menv  xai  uya.6.  awtidr^iv,  tjv:  —  Since 
the  singular,  f,v,  respects  a-jnihwiv  only,  as  distinguished  from 
xtar/v,  it  is  necessary  to  add  1  last ,’  to  give  to  the  English 
version  the  perspicuity  of  the  original. 
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Ver.  9.  So,  also,  the  women,  decking  themselves.]  xottfLuv 
for  'inf-  pro particip! 

Ver.  10.  Not  with  broidered  hair  only.']  Dr.  Bloomfield 
has  well  remarked,  in  this  place:  u  It  may  be  observed,  the 
“  /x?j,  in  this  kind  of  converse  construction,  stands  for  ovx — 
“  aXXa,  non  (cwi — quam .”  It  implies,  oox  tv  <z\T\yiLa<n  [lovov ,  t] 
X2u<fw,  aXXa  xai  xaff  6  vgnret.  A  similar  interpretation  must 
be  given  to  1  Pet.  iii.  3.  The  passage  is  by  no  means  con¬ 
demnatory  of  all  adornment  of  the  female  person :  attention 
to  the  latter  injunction  of  the  apostle,  will  sufficiently  restrain 
and  regulate  the  practice  to  which  he  adverts. 

Ver.  14.  S/ie  will  be  saved,  through  (her)  child-hearing.] 
i5/a  rr,g  rsxvoyov/ag  requires  aurns  to  be  understood,  namely,  of 
the  particular  yuvtj — *  Eve,'  of  whom  he  is  speaking.  We 
must  look  back  to  the  history  to  which  the  apostle  alludes,  in 
Gen.  iii.  15, 16.  In  the  former  of  those  verses,  God  declares 
the  ultimate  victory  of  the  womans  seed  over  the  Serpent. 
In  the  next  verse,  He  declares  her  penalty  in  child-bearing . 
The  apostle,  speaking  here  of  Eve,  personally ,  states,  that  her 
salvation  will  be  imparted  through  that  which  was  her  penalty , 
namely ,  the  painful  parturition  of  her  seed :  and  then,  in  an 
ellipsis  in  which  yj V7;  is  enlarged  to  ywaixes,  he  extends  the 
same  result  to  all  her  female  posterity,  under  the  condition 
which  he  expresses.  A  recent  learned  annotator  thinks  such 
an  import  of  the  apostle’s  words  ‘  enigmatical 5  and  ‘  impro- 
i  bable.*  I  confess,  it  appears  to  me  obvious  and  natural. 
“  The  true  sense  (he  says)  is,  I  have  no  doubt,  as  follows : 

‘  the  sex  which  was  the  means  of  bringing  such  ruin  on 
‘  the  human  race,  will  not  be  excluded  from  salvation ,  or 
1  admitted  to  it  on  worse  terms;  but  will  be  admitted,  in 
1  consideration  of  their  child-bearing .’  ”  Surely,  this  last 
proposition  is  not  more  probable  than  the  former.  That  the 
salvation  of  women  shall,  in  any  degree,  result  from  ‘  a  con- 
‘  sideration  of  their  child- bearing  *  is  an  inadmissible  pro¬ 
position  ;  for,  the  salvation  of  woman,  as  of  man,  will  result 
only  from  that  particular  child-bearing  which  gave  birth  to 
the  Seed  promised  to  Eve. 
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Ver.  6,  7.]  These  verses  must  be  taken  together,  in  order 
to  discern  the  apostle’s  meaning  in  using  the  word  SiafioXov  in 
both.  He  was  anxious,  that  those  who  held  the  office  of 
‘  bishop  ’  in  the  church,  should  be  held  in  good  reputation  by 
those  who  were  not  of  the  church ;  consequently,  that  they 
should  give  no  handle  for  accusation  or  slander.  In  ver.  11, 
which  so  soon  follows ;  also  in  2  Tim.  iii.  3,  and  in  Titus, 
ii.  3,  he  uses  8iu(3 oXog  in  the  sense  of  slanderer ,  or  false 
accuser ,  not  1  devil,  as  our  revisers  have  here  accepted  from 
Wiclif;  criticism  therefore  demands,  that  the  same  word 
should  be  taken  in  the  same  sense,  in  these  two  verses.  This 
character  of  person  he  expresses,  in  c.  v.  14,  by  awnuttm 5  — 
‘  adversary .' 

Ver.  15, 16,  17.]  The  paragraph,  comprising  these  three 
verses,  has  caused  such  intricate  controversies  among  the 
commentators,  that,  in  order  to  attain  to  a  solution  of  their 
difficulties  satisfactory  to  the  understanding,  it  is  indispensably 
necessary  to  cast  from  the  mind  all  that  has  hitherto  been 
written  on  the  subject,  and  to  investigate  their  import  de  novo. 
These  three  verses  of  this  revision,  form  only  two  in  the  print¬ 
ed  texts ;  the  last  of  which,  in  the  oldest  version  (the  Latin), 
begins  with  the  relative  *  quod,'  made  to  agree  with  its  falsely- 
translated  antecedent,  1  sacr amentum.'  for  pvarrigiov.  The  Cler¬ 
mont  Latinising  Gr.  MS.,  or  D2,  of  Wetstein,  has  6,  as  the 
relative  of  /j,ugtt}^ov.  The  Vat.  MS.  can  afford  us  no  assist¬ 
ance,  as  it  is  defective  of  the  Epistles  to  Timothy.  St.  Cyrill 
of  Alex,  read  6$,  as  does  the  Coptic  version ;  and,  after  all 
that  has  been  disputed  respecting  the  readings  of  the  Ephrem 
and  Alex.  MSS.,  I  think  it  must  be  admitted,  by  any  mind 
perfectly  free  and  unbiassed,  that  they  both  read  02,  as 
Cyrill,  and  not  ©2.  To  the  Venetian  MSS.  33,  34,  collated 
by  Birch,  is  annexed  this  scholion,  6  tv  ayioig  Kuf/XXog,  tv  ru 
dudexa  rio  xe<pa\cuw  rwv  <r^oX/wv,  <pr,Gi  '02  epavtouQn.  All  the 
earliest  testimonies,  therefore,  commence  the  J  7th  verse  of 
this  revision  with  a  relative  pronoun;  the  Greek,  with  the 
masculine  relative,  og ;  the  Latin  and  the  Latinising  Greek, 
with  the  neuter,  4  quod,  and  6  ;  the  former  of  which  readings 
(65),  is  alone  entitled  to  consideration.  Now,  the  result  is 
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the  same,  whether  the  reading  be  *02  or  02,  if  the  context  be 
duly  divided  and  punctuated.  Bengel  was  the  first  to  point 
out,  that  GruXog  does  not  look  back  to  exxXwia,  but  forward 
to  pvirTr,g/ov,  and  begins  a  separate  clause  ;l  which  clause  is, 
in  fact,  an  interruptive  exclamation  in  parenthesis ,  with  which 
the  apostle  introduces  his  sublime  conclusion.  “  Nec  me 
44  fugit,”  says  Woide,  “  viros  doctissimos  lectionem  OC  alteri 
“  ©C  preeferre.  —  Eminentissiinus,  summeque  vencrandus 
“  theologus,  Magnificus  Universitatis  Kiloniensis  Pro-Can- 
“  celarius,  Johannes  Andreas  Cramer,  omnibus  eruditis  in 
“  Germania  notus  et  carus,  in  suis  ad  me  literis  02  legit, 
“  quibusdam  vocibus  hoc  modo  parenthesi  inclusis:  r\ng  tern 
u  ty.-A.Xi )<ua  0EOT  ZHNT02  (ervXog  xai  tdgaiufL a  rqg  aXrjhiag,  xai 
££  6,u,oXoyovfitvug  /itya  ten  ro  rr,g  a atfiuag  fLVGrrigiov)  *02  t<pavt^oi6r\, 
“  &c.,  ita  ut  de  sensu  liujus  loci  nulla  sit  dissensio,  sed  utra- 
“  que  lectio  amice  conspiret.” — ( Prcej .  ad  Cod.  MS.  Alex. 
pp.  31,32.)  The  continuous  sense  is,  0eou  tyvrog — og  t<pave- 
gwdi) — “  the  Living  God — Who  was  manifested  in  the  flesh.” 
From  indiscernment  of  this  direct  relation  between  Qto 
and  og,  and  from  a  full  conviction  that  epavagudn  eagxi 
intended  or  implied  Oeog,  og  has  been  changed  to  Qeog ,  by 
merely  converting  the  uncial  OC  into  ©C,  the  compend  of 
0 sop.  £<  Some  (says  Dr.  Burton)  connect  crvXog  xai  e.  r.  a. 
“  with  what  follows :  hut  Origen  in  five  places  connects  it 
u  with  r/.y.Xr.aia we  have  seen,  in  Annot.  to  Matt,  xxvii.  50, 
p.  178,  what  deference  is  due  to  the  criticism  of  Origen  ;  and 
we  read  in  Griesbach’s  extracts  ( Symh .  Critic,  tom.  ii.  p.  583), 
Origen’s  broken  citations  from  this  passage,  viz. 

rrug  Sei  ere  tv  oixy  Kvgtov —  £uvrog  — 

otxog  rou  Qtou  og  tern — aXyOtiug  — 

exxXijG/a,  ring  eenv  otxog  0eoy  £uvrg£,  e ruXog — a Xr,6eiag — 

Such  loose  testimony  cannot  be  admitted  as  evidence.  The 
true  reading,  therefore,  is  og  looking  back  to  its  antecedent 
0soy  £uvro$.  Wetstein  states  (note,  tom.  ii.  p.  330),  of  the 
text  of  Cyrill,  “  Licet  lihri  editi  nunc  habent  Qeog  e<p.,  Codices 
i£  tamen  MSS.,  et  qui  ex  iilis  Catenas  confecerunt,  legunt 
<£  og  upuvt£(aQn  such  a  convicted  falsification,  only  raises 
doubts  of  the  fidelity  of  other  citations  of  Scripture  in  the 
early  printed  copies  of  the  Fathers. 

1  - - w  novje  periochze  initium  facit — km  Vbqtttwftu  rr,{  aX.r.fuui  k«j 

ofioXeyovfiivoii  ply*,  k.  r.  X.—  Gnomon,  tom.  ii.  p.  lOflR. 
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Ver.  10.  We  endure  conflicts.']  a yww£o/M0a,  according  to 
the  most  ancient  reading  (not  ontfotyp eda).  (See  Wetstein  and 
Birch.)  This  reading  corresponds  to  xomufi ev,  with  which  it  is 
coupled. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  4.  let  them  i  teach,']  not  1  learn:' — fi,av6unruaav(avra). 
This  interpretation  is  manifested  by  the  relative  ages  of  the 
parties,  and  by  fiavOavu  having  the  senses  both  of  1  learn  and 
4  teach i(  It  should  be  known  (says  Eustathius),  that  as  Btdae 
“  is  used  to  signify  sometimes  he  taught ,  though  generally, 
“  he  learned;  so  is  fj,av6avav — as  among  the  sophists,  fiavQaveiv 
“  yga/x/xara,  to  teach  letters  ”  (p.  1883,  46.) 

Ver.  16.  If  any  believing  sister  have  widows]  u  rig  xmrr,, 
is  undeniably  the  reading  of  the  oldest  texts;  and  it  is  im¬ 
portant,  from  intimating  a  practice  in  the  primitive  church, 
of  the  particulars  of  which  we  are  in  ignorance.  The  cr, iurog  q, 
which  has  been  added  before  xiarr,,  in  the  junior  texts,  in 
consequence  of  that  ignorance,  ought,  therefore,  not  to  be 
admitted  into  the  sentence. 

Ib.  let  her  supply  them.]  The  reason  assigned  for  this 
injunction  is,  that  the  community  may  exclusively  direct 
their  supplies  to  those  who  are  ovrug  really  widowed 

and  destitute;  pertaining  to  none  who  are  able  to  support 
them. 

Ver.  21.  and  his  chosen  angels .]  rm  exkezruv  a yyekuv : — 
When  we  read  the  words  of  our  Lord  in  Rev.  i.,  ohayyikot 
run  ‘  the  angels  of  the  churches/  (by  which  term 

he  expresses  the  chief  ministers  of  the  respective  churches, 
whom  he  is  about  to  address,)  we  are  cautioned  not  to  search 
in  the  imagination  for  the  signification  of  the  words  o!  ezktxroi 
ayyekoi ,  in  this  verse ;  but,  to  understand  them  as  intending 
the  ministers  elected  or  chosen  to  preside  over  the  several 
churches  planted  by  St.  Paul,  and  by  his  apostolical  colleagues. 
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And  this  consideration  may  tend  to  determine  the  interpret¬ 
ation  of  ayye\o\jg,  in  1  Cor.  xi.  10,  as  denoting  the  yiresidiny 
ministers  of  the  churches. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  5.  through  which  arise,  &c.]  bt  a,  <ragarg//3a/ : ■ — The 
various  readings  of  this  passage  observed  in  the  different 
MSS.,  has  arisen  from  an  original  erroneous  division  of  the 
ancient  uncial  writing ;  by  which,  diet,  which  the  straight¬ 
forward  sense  shews  to  be  properly  5/’  a,  has  been  assumed 
to  form  a  doubly  compounded  noun,  6/aca^ar^//3a/.  Matthsei 
justly  remarks  on  this  passage :  u  Codices  maxim o  con- 
“  sensu  probant  Siarraourgifiai.  Aliqui  exhibent  <ra garg//3a/ — 
“  8iar^i(3ai.  In  uno  invent,  bt  cl  <ra£ac-g//?a/,  quod  praeferreni, 
“  si  per  Codices  liceret.  Ac  fortasse  licet,  cum  istius  modi 
“in  vetustis  Codd.,  modo  temere  jungantur,  modo  disjun- 
“  gantur.”  We  are  always  to  look  to  the  uncial  writing , 
for  ultimate  authority ;  for,  the  authors  of  its  divisions  and 
punctuation  are  devoid  of  all  authority  whatever :  5/’  a,  and 
8iar  are  both  written  A. IX  in  the  uncial  writing,  and  are 
not  separated  from  the  words  immediately  preceding  and 
following. 

Ver.  8.  food  and  covering.']  m<ra<r/xara,  does  not  signify 
“  raiment”  or  “  clothes ”  only,  but  covering  in  general.  Philo, 
cited  by  Wetstein,  says,  “  uxsoj;,  is  twofold;  ‘  clothing1  and 
“  i  dwelling 1 — ctxectjjs,  htrrov  eibog,  ro  /Lev  eating,  ro  8e  o/x/a.” 

Ver.  19.  eternal  life.]  This  should  rather  have  been  ren¬ 
dered,  that  which  is  life  indeed.  The  reading,  rr,g  o vrug 
is  so  powerfully  supported  by  the  authority  of  antiquity,  as 
to  render  it  evident,  that  the  received  reading,  anoviou — 
‘  eternal,9  has  been  an  explanatory  substitution  by  some 
junior  copyists. 
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Ver.  11.  life  and  incorruption. £ur,v  xai  a$da.o6iou ; — 

*  vitam  et  iycorruptionem}'  Vulg.  The  substitution  of  the 
word  ‘  immortality *  in  our  version,  is  unwarranted.  Mac- 
knight,  who  adopts  that  word  into  his  text,  9ays  neverthe¬ 
less,  “  perhaps  a$$etgsi<Lv  should  be  translated,  not  immortality , 
“  but  incorruption”  Can  any  one  question  it?  The  intro¬ 
duction  of  *  immortality has  caused  a  misapprehension  of 
the  apostle's  meaning,  in  many  of  our  English  expositions. 
Because  the  ancient  heathens  had  a  vague  and  abstract  no¬ 
tion  of  ‘  immortality  *  (as  where  Cicero  says,  “  Non  est  lugenda 
“  mors,  quam  immortalitas  eonsequitur”),  it  was  assumed, 
that  by  pwmavros,  the  apostle  intended,  the  throwing  increased 
light  on  that  ancient  opinion  ;  and,  clearing  away  the  obscurity 
that  invested  it.  But,  the  apostle  is  not  adverting  to  a 
doctrine  entertained  by  any  heathens,  but  to  one  which 
never  entered  into  their  contemplation ;  namely,  a  future 
“  resurrection  to  a  bodily  life  exempt  from  corruption ”  (Acts, 
xvii.  18,  33.)  The  words  guw  xai  upQagauv,  have  here  the 
sense  of  ^ur,v  (iir  a<pQaouiag —  life  with  incorruption,  i.  e. 
without  corruption  or  decay :  xai  and  perct  being  used  by  the 
sacred  writers  in  cognate  copulative  senses,  according  to  their 
use  of  their  native  Hebrew  y  This  was  the  new  and  strange 
doctrine  at  which  the  Athenians  ‘  mocked ’ — By\t\ja?ov.  (See 
Annot.  to  Acts,  xxvi.  8,  p.  320.)  Suidas  and  Pliavorinus 
expressly  state,  that  <pu with  an  accusative  case,  signifies, 
4  to  bring  to  light — to  publish  :* — (puri^eiv,  airianxp  (says 
Suidas)  tig  cpcug  aytiv.  e^ayyeWeiv.  zaigov  (puriQtiv  ro  axopprirov — 

*  it  is  time  to  bring  to  light,  or  make  public ,  the  secret So 
far,  then,  our  revisers  are  warranted  in  their  alteration  of 
Wiclif,  who  rendered  :  “  oure  Savyour  Jesu  Crist,  which 
“  distriede  deeth,  and  lightnyde  lyf  and  uncorrupcioun  bi 
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“  the  Gospel but,  in  substituting  4  immortality’  for  Wiclifs 
4  uncorruption they  are  without  warrant,  and  have  rendered 
erroneously  the  term  used  by  the  apostle. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  4.  no  soldier  going  to  war. ]  ouSs/f  tsr^anu o/uvog:  — 
(See  Annot.  to  Luke,  iii.  14,  p.  *224.)  St.  Paul  here  illustrates, 
by  a  familiar  example  drawn  from  secular  life,  the  self-renun¬ 
ciation  and  entire  devotion  required  in  those  who  dedicate 
themselves  to  the  service  of  Christ.  Some  ignorant  pkilopo- 
nist,  or  crafty  monachist,  destroyed  the  example  in  the  Latin 
Vulgate,  by  inserting  4  Deo:  44  Nemo  militans  Deo,  iniplicat 
44  se,”  &c.  Wiclif  is  to  be  excused  for  adopting  the  insertion, 
in  his  curious  reudering  of  the  passage,  as  his  learning  did  not 
extend  beyond  his  Latin  text :  44  No  man  holdinge  knyghthod 
44  to  God,  wlappith  himsilff  with  worldli  nedis,”  &c.  The 
addition,  rw  0ew,  in  the  Gr.  text,  is  found  only  in  the  Codd. 
F.  G.  of  Wetstein  ;  which  betrays  the  subjection  of  those 
MSS.  to  the  Latin  readings. 

Ver.  18.  the  resurrection  hath  already  been.]  See  Annot. 
to  2  Thess.  ii.  2. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  10.  Crescens  to  Gaul.]  ei$  TaXariav : — The 

Galatians  of  Asia,  to  whom  St.  Paul  addressed  his  epistle, 
were  originally,  as  we  learn  from  Strabo,  a  colony  which  had 
migrated  from  Gaul  into  Asia,  retaining  the  name  of  their 
country.  The  parent  nation,  as  we  are  informed  by  the  same 
geographer,  was  called,  in  the  Greek,  both  Galatians  and 
Gauls:  vo  £y Xov,  6  vuv  raXX/xov  y.aimTa\arr/.ov  y.aXo -jGiv 

(lib.  iv.  p.  195,  or  298).  As  4  Galatia *  denoted  both  Gallia 
in  Europe,  and  Galatia  in  Asia,  it  was  probable  that  the 
name  used  by  St.  Paul  would  mislead  many  to  suppose,  that 
he  meant  the  Asiatic  theatre  of  his  first  apostolical  labours. 
To  rectify  this  error,  Epiphanius,  as  cited  by  Wetstein,  had 
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said  :  oux  tv  TaXar/a,  tug  rmg  ?r\avri9tvrtg  vofu£outJivt  aXXa  tv  rt j 
TaXX;« — 4  Not  into  Galatia ,  as  some  erroneously  think,  but 
‘  into  GauV  (See  Wetstein’s  note.)  Accordingly ,ythe  ancient 
Ephrem  MS.,  the  Cod.  Vat.  367,  and  three  other  MSS., 
read  TaXX/av.  It  is  material  to  attend  to  this  correction,  for 
tracing  the  progress  of  the  Gospel,  westward,  in  Europe: 
“  Demas  (he  says)  is  gone  to  Thessalonica ;  Crescens  into 
“  Gaul;  Titus  to  Dalmatia.”  From  the  period  when  the 
Spirit  forbade  St.  Paul  to  preach  in  Asia,  and  directed  him 
to  pass  over  into  Europe  (Acts,  xvi.  6),  we  find  his  attention 
pointed  to  the  western  nations ;  even,  to  the  peninsula  of 
Spain. 

Ver.  18.  Salute  Priscilla  and  Aquila.]  Though  the  rec. 
text  reads  Tlgiaxa — i  Prisca,’  it  is  critically  manifest  that  the 
word  was  only  a  compendious  form  of  Priscilla  (Pref.  p.  74), 
and  ought  60  to  be  rendered ;  as  it  is  found,  written  at  length, 
in  several  MSS. 


TITUS. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  5.  that  thou  mightest  appoint  elders  in  every  city.] 
iva  xarasrrfir^  crewS.:  — a  These  terms/’  says  Bloomfield, 
“  plainly  shew',  that  Titus  was  invested  with  episcopal  au- 
“  thority  in  the  highest  sense  of  the  word  emaxo-og,  which  was 
“  sometimes,  as  at  ver.  7,  and  Acts,  xx.  17  and  28,  used  in 
“  the  lowest'  sense  of  Tgeir/Seur^os.”  That  the  ‘  true  unity  *  of 
the  Christian  church  does  not  rest  on  these  distinctions,  has 
been  shewn  in  the  Annot.  to  Eph.  iv.  12,  pp.  384-386. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  8.  having  nothing  evil  to  say  of  «s.]  (of  us, 
Christians  generally)  is  the  reading  of  all  the  ancient  autho¬ 
rities;  not  u/a cdv — ‘  you,’  as  it  has  become  restricted  in  the 
junior  copies,  in  the  rec.  text,  and  in  our  English  version. 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  8.  that  they  who  have  believed  in  God,  must  be 
careful  to  excel  in  good  ivorhs .]  This  is  the  sum  of  all  St. 
Paul’s  teaching.  See  Annot.  to  Rom.  iii.  28,  31  ;  and  iv.  5, 
pp.  330-332. 
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Ver.  G.  amongst  as.]  r,;u v,  not  u (uv,  on  the  same  authorities 
as  the  preceding  article. 

Ver.  7.  for,  I  had  great  joy.]  xa£av  tcyov  toXXtjv  : — etfpw, 
Ephr.f  Alex.,  Vat.  367,  and  other  ancient  MSS. ;  not  tyoptv. 
— yu^av,  not  XaS,v»  *s  unif°rm  reading  of  all  that  is  most 
ancient ,  of  MS.  or  version,  so  that  Scholz  has  yielded  to  it ; 
and  I  must  express  my  surprise,  that  Dr.  Bloomfield  should 
think  these  testimonies  are  to  be  overruled  by  the  fiction  of 
a  “  recension  3  (see  Pref.  p.  39).  He  says,  that  “  the  external 
“  evidence  is  weak”  that  is,  scanty  in  comparative  numbers  ; 
but,  its  antiquity  renders  it  a  hundred-fold  stronger  in  au¬ 
thority,  than  all  the  later  MSS.  put  together.  The  learned 
editor  further  adds:  “  With  respect  to  the  internal  evi- 
“  dence,  it  is  decidedly  in  favour  of  ya. yv,  as  being  the  most 
“  difficult  reading :  that  it  may  have  the  sense  of  joy ,  is 
“  proved,”  &c.  This  criticism  is  not  very  readily  admissible. 
The  word  in  question,  is  required  to  have  the  sense  of  *  joy, 
as  being  congenial  to  that  of  ‘  consolation ,’  with  which  it  is 
coupled  ;  accordingly,  every  most  ancient  authority  reads 
Xa^av  —  'joy:  the  later  MSS.,  only,  read  xaSIVm  But,  instead 
of  judging  that  xaS,v  must  therefore  have  been  an  erratum 
for  (as  we  find  in  other  instances),  the  learned  annota¬ 

tor  thinks,  tli at  because  it  is  the  ‘  most  difficult *  word  of  the 
two  to  interpret  'joy,  it  must  therefore  be  the  true  reading; 
which  is  stretching  that  critical  principle  much  too  far.  With 
every  sentiment  of  respect,  my  judgment  is  compelled  to  the 
reverse  conclusion. 

Ver.  9.  Paul  an  ambassador ,  though  now,  a  prisoner,  of 
J.  C.]  In  Eph.  vi.  *20,  St.  Paul  says,  t£s<j/3£ucj  ev  ccXucrst — “  I  am 
“  an  ambassador  in  bonds.”  In  this  place,  the  text  reads — 
ffgenfiurns,  vu vt  de  deufiiog  I.  X.  That,  in  these  two  passages, 
St.  Paul  intended  the  same  description  of  himself  and  of  his 
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position,  but  that  the  parallel  has  been  impaired  by  the 
absence  or  lapse  of  an  6  before  the  u,  by  which  cge<j)8sur>}$ — 
4  ambassador ,’  has  been  written  xgetfiurng  —  4  old  many  must, 
on  reflection,  be  manifest,  from  internal  evidence,  to  every 
critical  mind.  To  resist  that  evidence  on  the  sole  ground, 
that  an  £  is  deficient,  would  be  to  pay  a  deference  to  tran- 
scriptural  authority,  which  no  one  at  all  conversant  with  the 
errors  of  ancient  MSS.  could  assent  to.  Besides,  u  is  very 
frequently  written  in  the  MSS.  for  eu  :  thus,  svya^cr^tsav  is 
written  Zya^nsrueav  in  the  Cod.  Alex in  Rom.  i.  21,  on  which 
Woide  observes,  “  manifestum  est  7  et  v  esse  compendia 
44  in  scribendi,  et  a  et  £u  pronunciata  fuisse.”  (Prof.  p.  vi.) 
And  it  is  well  known,  that  superscribed  dots  and  lines  have 
often  either  been  omitted,  or  become  effaced.  Further ;  there 
is  no  contrast  between  xgzgfi-jrng  —  *  old  many  and  &to ■lu,iog  — 
‘  prisoner,’  for  it  is  not  extraordinary,  that  an  4  old  man ' 
should  be  a  4  prisoner'  But,  that  an  ‘  ambassador ’  of  Christ 
should  be  also  his  4  prisoner,  was  a  fact  of  contrast  worthy 
of  the  emphasis  with  which  it  is  stated.  The  reading,  crg£<r- 
/3sur?3s,  is  further  confirmed  by  the  croXXjjy  ev  x.  xa.ogr,<siav  t%uv 
s?r ira<s<S6iv  —  fLciWov  cagaxaXw — 4  Though  I  might  have  much 
4  boldness  in  Christ  to  enjoin — I  rather  beseech  *  That  bold¬ 
ness  was  derived  from  his  being  an  4  accredited  ambassador ' 
of  Christ — TTg6<sfii\iTT\<; ;  not  merely  from  being  an  old  man  by 
nature — T^6<s<ivTT\g,  if  such  he  was. 

Ver.  11-16.]  The  verses  12,  13,  14,  15,  appear  to  form 
one  of  St.  Paul’s  long  parentheses,  so  that  the  force  of  <raga* 
Xa/3oo — 4  receive  him in  v.  11,  extends  to  ou*£r/  ug  dovXov — 
4  no  longer  as  a  servant ,’  in  v.  16  ;  leaving  Philemon  to  carry 
on  and  supply  the  sense  of  rra% a8a\ou  oyv — 4  receive  him ,  then/ 
before  ovxeri.  rag,  in  v.  15,  denotes  interrogation:1  44  syllo- 
44  gistico  sive  ratiocinativo  sensu ”  (Hoogev.  de  Part.  p.  89) ; 
and  amyga  appears  to  retain  its  sense  of  <rogg u  syu,  as 
Matt.  vi.  2;  (see  Annotation).  Ta^a  tytayuOr,  zrgog  uociv,  is 
thus  opposed  to  aiuvw  avnyr,g ;  and  the  sense  will  be,  44  for, 
44  did  he  hastily  leave  thee  for  a  moment ,  that  thou  should st 
44  reject  him  for  ever?"  In  other  words,  44  art  thou  to  reject, 
44  or,  wilt  thou  reject  him  for  ever,  because  he  hastily  left 
44  thee  for  a  moment  ?” 

1  <l  Particula  yuo.,  interrogation!  servit,  ut  apud  Latinos  particular  nam  et 
“  cnim."  —  ViGEK,  p.  451. 
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Ver.  ),  2.]  In  these  two  opening  verses  of  his  epistle,  the 
sacred  writer  states  historically ,  what  our  Lord  had  stated 
figuratively ,  in  his  parable  of  the  vineyard  ;  Matt.  xxi.  26 ; 
Luke,  xx.  10  : 

“  God,  who  at  various  limes  spake 
formerly  by  His  prophets ,  at  the  end 
of  those  days  spake  by  His  Son,  whom 
He  hath  appointed  heir.” 

err  tdyarov  ruv  ypeguv  rovruv  : — This  reading  of  the  Vat.  MS. 
is  so  well  supported,  that  Scholz  has  adopted  it :  rovruv — 
‘  those]  plainly  refers  to  the  days  of  the  prophets. 

Ver.  3.  effulgence  of  His  glory.]  acavyatf/xa  rrjg  dogrjg  avrov  : 
—  By  this  plenary  figure,  we  are  instructed  (according  to  the 
measure  of  the  human  capacity)  of  the  intimate  and  essen¬ 
tial  relation  of  the  Son  to  the  Father.  He  is  the  effulgence , 
emanation ,  or  generation ,  from  the  Father’s  glory ;  and, 
therefore,  of  the  same  nature,  substance,  and  duration.  As 
that  glory  is  eternal,  so  must  its  effulgence  have  been  eternal 
also.  Eternal  effulgence,  is  therefore  a  necessary  conse¬ 
quence,  in  our  reason,  of  the  eternity  of  the  glory  ;  since,  the 
glory  could  at  no  instant  have  existed  without,  its  effulgence. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  mystery  to  the  human  intellect,  in 
eternal  effulgence  from  eternal  glory ;  the  only  mystery  to 
our  intelligence,  is  eternal  continuance  of  glory ,  without  a 
beginning :  this  mystery  admitted  in  the  mind,  the  eternity 
of  effulgence  follows  of  course. 

So  also,  the  Holy  Spirit  is  figured  to  us,  by  a  correspond¬ 
ing  analogy,  as  the  breath  of  God ;  and  this  figure  our  Lord 
practically  exemplified  when,  after  having  declared,  “  as  the 
“  Father  hath  life  in  himself,  so  hath  he  given  to  the  Sou  to 
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again  he  sent  other  servants :  last  of 
all,  he  sent  his  Son — the  heir.” 
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“  have  life  in  himself’*  lie  “  breathed  on  his  disciples,  and 
“  said,  Ileceive  ye  the  Holy  Spirit!"  But,  if  the  life  of 
God  is  eternal,  always  continuing  without  a  beginning t  so  also 
is  the  figurative  breath  of  that  life ;  and  the  eternal  effusion , 
or  procession  of  that  breath,  follows,  of  course,  to  the  human 
reason.  It  is  not  acuteness,  but  obtuseness  of  apprehension, 
to  imagine,  that  eternal  effulgence,  and  eternal  effusion,  are 
mysterious  propositions,  merely  because  they  must  be  deno¬ 
minated,  in  human  speech,  effects  or  consequences:  for,  they 
are  the  rational  inferences  from  the  premises,  viz.  eternal 
continuance  of  their  causet  without  a  beginning:  they  are, 
eternal  results  from  that  eternal  cause;  and  they  can  only  be 
denied  with  reason,  even  in  argument,  by  those  who  deny 
that  eternal  continuance.  To  admit  the  eternal  continuance 
of  the  cause,  and  to  hesitate  to  admit  the  coeternity  of  its 
operation,  is  not  to  demonstrate  a  superiority,  but  to  betray 
an  inferiority  of  intellect.  Let  those  whose  minds  are  too 
dull  to  admit  the  former,  deny  the  latter :  but,  let  not  those 
whose  intellect  can  admit  the  former,  stagger  at  the  latter. 
The  great  and  only  mystery ,  is  that  which  the  Unitarian  has 
to  encounter  in  common  with  the  Trinitarian;  if  he  can 
admit  the  eternal  continuance  of  the  Father,  the  eternal 
generation  of  the  Son  and  the  eternal  procession  of  the  Holy 
Spirit  (whom  the  church  expresses  by  the  term  *  Trinity ,’  or 
4  the  Three*)  present  to  the  mind  no  ground  for  resistance 
excusable  in  the  sight  of  God ;  because,  to  deny  them,  is 
(to  speak  with  the  apostle)  “  to  make  God  a  liar,  by  not 
“  believing  the  testimony  which  He  hath  given  concerning 
“  bis  Son.”  Now,  these  existences  and  operations  have 
nothing  in  common  with  created  nature ;  but  were  eternally 
antecedent  to  it,  within  the  Divine  Nature  itself.  (See  Matt, 
xxviii.  19,  p.  185;  John,  xv.  26,  p.  282;  and  Annotations.) 

Ib.  making  all  things  manifest  by  the  word  of  his  power.] 
v  7i  ra,  ccora  rw  ^r^art  rr,g  bjva/L-ug  uvrev  Z —  <pavspw ,  IS 
the  reading  of  the  most  ancient  surviving  copy ,  the  Vat.  MS., 
by  the  joint  testimony  of  Birch  and  Bentley ;  and  possesses, 
therefore,  critical  authority  overall  its  juniors,  which  read  pstw. 
It  thus  shews  the  latter  reading  to  have  been,  originally,  a 
coinpencl  (fifw^)  of  the  former.  To  this  external  evidence,  is 
to  be  joined,  the  internal  evidence  of  the  sense.  The  phrase, 
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ptgtiv  xavroL  rw  gjj/zan — 1  to  bear  all  things  by  his  word 
1  spoken /  can  only  receive  a  sense  by  violence ;  but,  pavtpiv 
rravTa  rtf)  gr^an — to  ‘  make  all  things  manifest  by  his  word 
‘  spoken j  has  a  direct  sense,  accordant  with  the  whole  tenor 
of  the  Gospel.  It  follows,  in  due  course,  after  what  is 
asserted  in  the  first  verse  —  o  Qeog  e\a\i}atv  niuv  tv  ul w  —  ‘  God 
1  hath  spoken  to  us  by  his  Son ;  it  follows  equally  after 
cc-ravyaopa  —  ‘  effulgence for,  xav  to  pavegou/itvov  pug  etfn — 

‘  Whatsoever  maheth  manifest ,  is  light'  (Eph.  v.  13).  It  cor¬ 
responds  to  St.  Paul’s  declaration  to  Titus  (i.  3),  “God  hath, 
“  in  his  own  times,  manifested  his  word  through  preaching;” 
and  to  his  illustration  to  Timothy  of  the  operation  of  that 
“  word,  bringing  life  and  incorruption  into  light ,  by  the 
“  Gospel.”  paveguv  should  therefore  be  reinstated  in  the  text, 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  rec.  reading,  ptguv. 

Ib.  When  he  had  accomplished  the  purifying  of  sins*] 
xa6a gHtfiov  <ro/?)fl'<x/xevcis  afiagriw : — So  reads  the  Vat.  MS.,  with¬ 
out  the  insertions  of  bi  iavrou — *  by  himself  of  the  article 
ra)vt  and  of  rj/ji m — *  our  '  The  Alex .  MS.  has  not  5/  eaurou; 
but  the  Clermont ,  or  D2,  has  uvrou.  The  Alex,  reads  with 
the  Vat.,  in  excluding  jj/zwv ;  but  both  the  Clermont  aud 
Alex,  have  introduced  the  article  rwv,  which  is  not  in  the 
Vat.  MS. 

Ver.  6.  To  the  earth.']  tig  rrjv  oixoj/uvtiv: — The  Latin  ren¬ 
ders  oixo\j/j,tvr}v  by  ‘  orbem  terra,'  which  is  a  true  translation  of 
the  Greek  ;  y? jv,  being  understood.  Wiclif  erred,  in  rendering 
the  Latin  by  *  the  world;  which  error,  his  revisers  have 
continued,  and  Macknight  has  admitted.  (See  An  not.  to 
John,  v.  16,  p.  263.  Compare  c.  ii.  5-16 ;  and  Phil.  ii.  7-1 1 . 

Ver.  7.  Who  maketh  the  winds  his  angels,  Sec.]  Michaelis 
observes  on  this  passage  ( Introd .  vol.  iv.  p.  223),  “  that  the 
“  quotation  from  Ps.  civ.  4,  can,  as  worded  in  the  Greek, 
“  have  no  other  meaning,  than,  ‘  He  maketh  his  angels  winds , 
(  and  his  ministers  flames  of  fire :'  for,  ayytXovg  and  Xtnovgyoug 
“  have  an  article,  but  not  wtv/Muret  and  p\oya.  But,  this 
“  meaning  is  by  no  means  suitable  to  the  purpose  for  which 
“  the  quotation  is  made.  On  the  contrary,  the  passage,  as 
“  worded  in  the  Hebrew,  *  He  maketh  the  winds  his  messen- 
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‘  gersj  and  flames  of  fire  his  ministers ,’  is  quite  to  the 
“  purpose.”  The  author  of  the  epistle  intends  here  to  affirm, 
and  enforce,  that,  in  comparison  with  the  Son,  the  highest 
order  of  animate  beings,  and  the  lowest  of  inanimate,  are 
equally  agents ,  and  no  more  than  agents,  of  the  Father ;  that 
he  employs  the  latter,  as  the  former,  to  execute  his  will :  and 
that,  as  they  are  all  agents  or  “angels”  of  the  Father,  so 
they  are  also  of  the  Son,  whom  they  are  “  to  worship ;* 
whose  “  throne  is  for  ever  and  ever,”  on  which  he  is  seated 
“  on  the  right  hand  of  the  Father.” 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  5.  The  future  earth. 3  rr,v  axovfitvnv  tijv  fieWoutav :  — 
St.  Peter  (2  Pet.  iii.  13)  declares,  yr,v  xa.ivr,v  <Tooffdoxu/j,ev  — 
‘  We  look  for  a  new  earth:  the  oixovfLivr)  jj  /u,e\\ovff< a,  in 
this  place,  signifies  that  yr,  xamj,  the  local  habitation  of  the 
blessed,  when  risen,  and  invested  with  their  uncorruptible 
natures.  To  strive  to  exclude  this  revealed  fact  and  assurance, 
by  assigning  to  the  words  a  figurative  or  mystical  meaning, 
is  to  strive  to  rob  us  of  one  of  the  objects  most  distinctly  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  Gospel,  for  our  apprehension,  and  consolation. 

Ver.  9.  apart  from  God.]  xuZ‘s  0eou : — -When  we  reflect 
on  our  Lord’s  exclamation  on  the  cross,  in  the  words  fore- 
announced  by  the  prophetic  Psalmist,  “  My  God!  my  God! 
“  why  hast  thou  forsaken  me?”  on  which  occasion  there  must 
have  been  “  a  forsaking when  we  reflect  on  St.  Paul’s  ex¬ 
press  affirmation,  “  though  subsisting  in  the  form  of  God,  he 
“  stripped  himself  of  it,”  on  which  occasion  there  must  have 
been  a  stripping  or  deposition  of  that  form ;  it  is  surprising, 
that  such  reluctancy  should  have  existed  to  admit  the  ancient 
reading,  xu§^  Qsou  —  ‘  apart  from  God;  since  those  passages 
so  plainly  explain  and  vindicate  that  reading.  But,  ineru¬ 
dition,  superstition,  and  the  multiplication  of  copies,  increased 
in  the  same  ratio,  so  that  there  is  only  one  MS.  in  which 
yypi  is  now  found  (Cod.  53  Wetst.) ;  and  it  is,  consequently, 
excluded  from  the  received  text.  Yet  Origen,  in  the  third 
century,  read  yjnpc  in  this  place,  though  in  some  copies  he 
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found  XH,T>‘  Griesbacli’s  collation  of  Origen’s  readings 
of  this  passage,  that  father  has  x,J)V^  as  ^ie  standard  reading, 
five  several  times;  but  he  observes  in  one  place,  ev  ran  xurai 
ccvriygcMpoK;,  xa?,TI — 4  in  somc  copies  it  is  written,  In 

the  following  century,  xHiri  prevailed  in  the  copies,  so  that 
Jerom  had  cause  to  reverse  the  statement:  u  Christus  gratia 
“  Dei,  sive  ut  in  quibusdam  exemplaribus  legitur,  absque  Deo 
“  pro  omnibus  mortuus  est.”  (in  Galat.  lib.  ii.  init.)  From 
that  period,  xH,Tl  Increased  in  favour  with  the  darkening 
ages.  Matthasi,  in  his  first  edition ,  after  a  very  feeble  de¬ 
fence  of  the  reading  xH171*  an<^  opposition  to  the  reading 
X^pSt  betrays  his  seuse  of  the  apostle  having  in  his  mind, 
in  this  place,  our  Lord’s  exclamation,  ivan  pe  tyxo-nXi^g — 

*  Why  hast  thou  forsaken,'  See.;  for  he  says,  “  Si  tamen  om- 
“  nino  xui‘S  0£®u>  auctoritate  Codd.  confirmatum,  explicandum 
“  sit,  accipi  possit,  eyxaraXe/pfo/s  iixo  rou  Qeov  xa/  Jlargog.  —  If, 
“  however,  after  all,  the  reading,  *  apart  from  God,' should 
“  be  confirmed  by  MSS.,  we  are  to  understand,  being  forsaken 
“  by  God  the  Father."  In  his  prolix  note  to  his  second 
edition,  M  at  thee  i  has  added  nothing  new  for  determining 
the  reading.  “  The  greatest  moral  evil  and  suffering  that 
“  we  can  be  exposed  to,”  observes  the  pious  Bp.  Sandford, 
“  is,  the  being  forsaken  by  God — the  being  cast  out  of  his 
“  presence.  This  (with  awe  be  it  spoken)  appears  to  have 
“  made  part  of  our  Lord  s  sufferings,  when  he  cried  with  a 
“  loud  voice,  1  My  God!  my  God!  why  hast  thou  forsaken 
“  ‘  me?'”1  Assuredly,  he  shared  in  our  spiritual,  as  he 
shared  in  our  corporeal  sufferings. 

Ver.  16.  the  form  of  angels.]  ov  yag  dqwou  ccyyeXcuv  ecriXa//,- 
(3aviTa.il — The  soundest  mode  of  supplying  the  ellipsis  here, 
is  to  receive  it  from  Phil.  ii.  6 — pofpqv  dovXov  Xaficuv — ‘  he  took 

*  on  him  the  form  of  a  servant ^ogp?j,  in  this  place,  implies 
the  nature  of  the  subject.  By  searching  in  the  imagination, 
the  object  is  lost;  for,  Macknight’s  interpretation,  “  by  no 
“  means  doth  he  take  hold  of  angels,"  is  felt,  by  the  reason, 
to  be  a  relinquishment  of  its  jurisdiction,  for  that  of  the 
imagination. 


1  Remains,  &c.  vol.  i.  p.  241, 
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Ver.  1.  Christ ,  the  Apostle,  &c.]  Tlie  Vat.  MS.  reads 
Xgarrcv  only,  without  Ir,ffouv :  the  Ephrem ,  Alex.,  and  Clermont, 
read  lrjaovv  only,  without  Xparov ;  the  later  MSS.  read  Iwow 
Xycrov,  and  Xoiarov  1t}<souv.  It  is  more  probable  that  the  apostle, 
in  this  place,  would  have  used  our  Lord’s  official  designation 
(as  we  find  it  in  the  reading  of  the  most  ancient  MS.),  than 
I) is  personal. 

Ver.  6.  if  we  hold  fast  the  confidence  and  rejoicing  of 
our  hope.]  All  the  MSS.,  except  the  Vatican ,  here  add, 
TsXovg  I3$j3cuctv — 1  firm  to  the  end ,’  taken  from  ver.  14 
following.  It  is  remarkable,  that  Wetstein  found  this  clause 
wanting  only  in  the  Ethiop.  version,  and  in  Lucifer,  where 
the  omission  was  approved  by  Mill.  Since  VVetstein’s  time, 
Birch  has  discovered  to  us,  that  the  Vat.  INIS,  has  not  the 
clause  in  this  verse  ;  (u  (n yot  reXoug  f3e(3ouctv,  oniittit  Vat. 
1200”):  Benildy  has  overlooked  the  omission,  in  his  col¬ 
lation. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  9.  according  to  the  rule  of  Melchisedec.]  ra^t;  xnx. 
is  explained  in  c.  vii.  15,  by  opoiorri;  MsX. — likeness  of  Melcli. 
The  word  order ,  in  English,  applied  to  priesthood,  is  become 
too  technical  to  convey  the  true  meaning  of  the  original ; 
since  it  goes  to  imply,  a  community  into  which  our  Lord 
was  admitted.  Whereas,  the  prophecy  intended  to  signify, 
that  our  Lord  should  be  invested  with  a  priesthood,  by  a 
1  similar  rule '  to  that  by  which  Melchisedec  had  been  in¬ 
vested,  namely,  by  a  1  personal  and  individual  ordinance 
not  derived  by  transmission  from  any  predecessor,  nor  to  be 
transferred  to  any  successor ;  as  was  the  case  in  the  priest¬ 
hood  of  the  Law. 


CHAPTER  VI. 


Ver.  2.  doctrine  of  baptisms]  it  will  not  be  out  of  place, 
to  introduce  here  an  observation  omitted  at  Juhn,  xiii.  0,  10, 
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which  will  serve  lo  determine  a  point  causing  division,  and 
dissension,  even  among  the  most  faithful  disciples  of  Christ, 
namely,  the  necessity  of  entire  immersion  in  the  rite  of 
baptism.  When  our  Lord  proceeded  to  wash  the  feet  of 
Peter,  whose  zeal  urged  him  to  solicit  a  larger  measure  of 
ablution ,  our  Lord  replied,  te  He  who  is  washed ,  needeth 
44  not  to  wash  more  than  his  feet,  but  is  altogether  clean." 
Though  this  explanation  of  our  Lord  was  not  directly  applied 
to  4  baptism  *  yet  it  was  rendered  by  him  so  entirely  general, 
as  to  comprehend  that  and  every  other  object  of  spiritual 
ablution ;  and  must  convince  every  reflecting  advocate  for 
immersiony  that  it  is  not  accounted  requisite  in  the  sight  of 
his  Divine  Master. 

Ver.  5.  powers  of  the  world  to  come.]  See  Preface, 
pp.  69,  70. 

Ver.  17.  interposed  an  oath.]  e /xe<jmu<rev  ofxw: —  In  all 
compacts,  or  engagements  between  two  parties,  there  was  an 
4  interposite ,’  by  or  on  which  the  engagement  was  mutually 
confirmed.  This  ( inteiposite’  was  called  /x£<r<rr;;,  i.  e.  ev  pits u> 
TiQtptvos — 4  in  medio  posit  us  ;  or  8ia-ri8e//,evog  —  4  inter-posituSj 
as  in  c.  ix.  The  literal  expression  of  the  Greek  is,  4  he  inter- 
1  posed  with  an  oath  *  which  is  equivalent  to,  4  he  made  his 
4  oath  an  interposite or  simply,  4  he  interposed  an  oath’  The 
difference  between  ogxw  and  cgxov,  dwelt  on  by  Macknight, 
thus  disappears ;  and  the  *  interposuit  jusjurandum  ’  of  the 
Latin,  is  found  to  be  a  correct  rendering  of  the  sense  of  the 
Greek.  So,  also,  is  Wiclifs  version  from  the  Latin,  4  he 
4  puttide  bitwixe  an  ooth .’  In  ordinary  cases,  the  oath  was 
pronounced  over  some  object  perceptible  to  sense,  wdiich  was 
the  proper  4  interposite  ;  but,  in  the  present  case,  the  utter¬ 
ance  of  God’s  promise  superseded  the  necessity  of  any  sensible 
object,  and  became  itself  the  interposite.  The  word  4  con - 
4  firmed  therefore,  is  good  as  a  paraphrase  of  e/ieffirevatv,  but 
not  as  a  translation.  Macknight  suggests  4  mediatoredy  but 
this  is  a  word  of  his  own  creation,  and  not  to  be  introduced 
into  the  admitted  vocabulary  of  our  version  ;  and  it  has  been 
shewn,  that  it  could  not  express  any  thing  more  than  is 
expressed  in  the  term  4  interposed.' 
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CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  12.  a  change  of  the  priest  necessarily  takes  place.] 
The  words  xcu  vopov,  which  are  not  contained  in  the  text  of 
the  Vat.  MS.,  are  an  4  Italic  insertion  of  a  later  age,  intro¬ 
duced  with  a  view  to  elucidation,  but  unskilfully;  for,  the 
context  shews,  that  the  apostle  is  not  here  speaking  of  the 
Law,  generally,  but  of  the  function  and  person  of  the  High- 
Pries ty  restrictive^.  This  is  made  clear,  partly  by  the  per¬ 
sonal  application,  sp  ov,  in  the  verse  immediately  following, 
and  partly  by  v.  14,  in  which  the  received  text,  following  the 
junior  copies,  erroneously  reads,  csg/  ago <ru\>rjs — 4 concerning 
4  priesthood ,’  but  where  the  most  ancient  copies,  down  to  the 
eighth  century  {Vat.,  Ephr .,  Alex.,  Clerm.,  and  St.  Germ.), 
uniformly  read,  <zegi  ispecov  — 4  concerning  priests,*  From  the 
extraordinary  inattention  hitherto  paid  to  the  Vatican  manu¬ 
script ,  and  the  undue  preference  given  to  its  corrupted  juniors, 
no  notice  of  this  important  variation  is  taken  even  by  our 
latest  annotators.  Wetstein  noted  all  those  uncial  MSS., 
except  the  Vat. ;  but  they  are  all  noted  in  Scholz’s  recent 
edition,  published  this  year  (1836). 

Ver.  21.  Thou  art  a  priest  for  ever.]  In  this  conclusion , 
lies  all  the  force  of  the  Divine  announcement ;  and  it  is  with 
these  words  that  the  two  most  ancient  MSS.,  the  Vat.  and 
Ephr.,  conclude  the  sentence ;  as  also  the  Vat.  367.  The 
later  philoponists  have  characteristically  repeated,  4  after  the 
4  order  of  Melckisedec in  doing  which,  they  were  not  sen¬ 
sible,  that  they  encumbered  and  blunted  the  edge  of  the 
apostle’s  conclusion. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  12.  his  fellow-countryman.’]  iroXirrjv,  in  the  Vat.  MS. ; 
not  rr'/.r^mv,  as  in  the  rec.  text :  Bloomfield  has  adopted  the 
reading  xoXtrqv,  on  the  ground  44  of  external  evidence." 

Ver.  13.]  The  Vat.  MS.  has  not  the  addition,  xai  rw 
avo/ziw  ajTuv  — 4  and  their  iniquities ;  which  was  probably  a 
duplicate  reading  for  v.ru  r m  u/iugnotv  uvrm,  (as  we  find  the 
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double  reading,  avo/^/aj  and  a/xa^r/ag,  in  2  Thess.  ii.  3) ;  both 
which  have  since  coalesced  in  the  junior  MSS. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

Ver.  2.  the  golden  altar  for  incense.']  The  difference  of 
position  assigned  to  the  incense-altar  in  the  Temple,  by  the 
Vatican  MS.,  and  by  all  other  MSS.,  has  been  already 
shewn  in  the  Preface,  pp.  32,  33:  the  cause  of  that  differ¬ 
ence  is  easily  to  be  traced  out.  In  Exod.  xxx.  1-6,  it  is 
said,  “  Thou  sbalt  make  an  altar  to  burn  incense  upon  — 
“  and  thou  slialt  overlay  it  with  pure  gold  —  and  thou  shalt 
“  put  it  before  the  veil  that  is  by  the  ark  of  the  Covenant:” 
conformably  to  which  precept,  Josephus  relates,  <f  they 
“  placed  the  golden  altar  in  the  Temple  before  the  Holy 
l<  of  Holies  —  tov  (Bufiov  tov  Rostov  effrrjffav  ev  rw  vauj  <rgo  rov 
u  ahvrov”  (tom.  i.  p.  428.  Haverc).  But  Philo  (tom.  ii.  p.253, 
Mangey)  states,  that  “  the  golden  altar  was  constructed  in 
u  the  Holy  of  Holies ,  within  the  first  veil — dgurai  ev  advru, 
“  u<su  tov  x-ooregov  >caracera<r/xaTo$.”  Here,  the  two  contem¬ 
porary  Jewish  writers,  both  of  a  priestly  family,  are  directly 
contradictory  to  each  other;  and  the  question  is,  which  of 
them  states  the  real  fact?  Now,  Josephus  is  supported,  not 
only  by  the  book  of  Moses,  but  by  the  evangelist  St.  Luke, 
in  c.  i.  9.  Philo  has  no  supporting  testimony  whatever. 
“  Philo,”  says  his  biographer,  “  was  a  Greek  Jew,  a  native 
“  of  Alexandria,  in  Egypt,  and  was  so  much  immersed  in 
“  heathen  philosophy,  that  he  neglected  to  acquaint  himself 
“  with  the  Hebrew  language,  and  the  rites  and  customs  of 
“  his  own  people.  —  Grotius  is  of  opinion,  that  ‘  he  is  not 
‘  fully  to  be  depended  on  in  what  relates  to  the  manners  of 
‘  the  Hebrews and  Cudworth  goes  somewhat  further,  when 
“  he  says,  that  ‘  though  a  Jew  by  nation,  he  was  yet  very 
(  ignorant  of  Jewish  customs/”  He  was  twice  sent  from 
Egypt  to  Rome,  on  a  mission  from  the  Jews  of  the  former 
country ;  but  it  does  not  appear,  in  the  numerous  records  of 
his  life  collected  by  Mangey,  that  he  had  ever  been  at  Jerusa¬ 
lem,  and  seen  the  Temple.  We,  thus,  trace  the  cause  of  the 
diversity  we  are  considering :  viz.  that  the  Vat.  MS.  recorded 
the  fact  as  declared  by  Scripture,  and  attested  by  the  ocular 
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testimony  of  Josephus,  who  was  well  acquainted  with  Jerusa¬ 
lem  ;  hut,  that  succeeding  copies  varied  the  text,  to  adapt  it 
preferably  to  the  erroneous  statement  of  Philo. 

The  dislocation  which  these  two  verses  have  sustained, 
since  the  dote  of  the  Vatican  MS.,  and  the  total  silence  in 
the  boohs  of  Moses  respecting  any  other  Veil  than  that  which 
separated  the  Holy  from  the  Most  Holy  place,  conspire  to 
shew;  that  the  disturbance  lias  extended  to  the  following 
words,  and  that  we  should  read,  ftturspov  Sc,  fierce  ro  v.ara- 
ntraff}ia.  To  find  a  support  for  the  received  reading,  ro 
fevreoov  y-araKeruGfia  —  4  the  second  Veil,’  Dr.  Bloomfield  says, 
44  there  was  a  second  (veil)  which  separated  the  Sanctum 
44  from  the  Court ,  and  called  emaxuffrgov”  While  the  Hebrew's 
journeyed  and  were  unsettled,  and  the  place  of  worship  was 
formed  of  tents ,  there  was  certainly  a  curtain  —  avXata,  to 
close  the  entrance,  which  was  4  drawn  haclt  or  to *  by  an 
emd-affrgov,  as  its  name  imports  (from  emffcau — *  attrahol); 
but,  when  a  temple  was  built,  the  curtain  of  entrance  was 
replaced  by  a  door  or  gate,  and  the  tacxaffrgov  was  only  the 
cord  or  handle  by  which  each  was  drawn  to  or  fro  :  where¬ 
fore,  tciffrraffrsov  (in  Exod.  xxvi.  36)  is  rendered  4  adductorium ’ 
in  the  Latin  version  of  the  Sept.,  in  Walton’s  Polyglott ,  being 
the  sense  in  which  the  Hebrew  word  was  understood  by 
those  ancient  Hebrew  interpreters.  But,  there  was  never 
more  than  one  y.aramrafffia — Veil,  pertaining  either  to  the 
Tabernacle  or  to  the  Temple. 

Ver.  11.  good  things  that  were  corned]  rm  ymiitvm  ayaduv : 
—  So  read  the  Vat.  and  Clermont  MSS.,  both  the  Syriac 
versions,  and  Chrysostom  ;  not  ruv  [leWovrm — 4  that  were  to 
4  come’  as  in  the  received  text,  which  reading  has  been  un¬ 
skilfully  brought  from  c.  x.  I,  under  a  notion  of  correction. 
But,  when  Christ  came ,  the  ‘  good  things’  also  came  with 
him ;  though,  until  then,  and  while  the  law  continued,  they 
were  yet 4  to  come’  The  genuineness  of  the  reading  yevo/xsvwv, 
is  discernible  in  Matthaus  note  on  the  passage  (2d  edit.), 
although  he  retains  the  junior  reading,  /xgXXovrwv.  “  yevo/ie mv, 
44  certe  contrarium  est  meis  Codd .  omnibus;  id  tamen  habet 
“  B  et  D  Wetstenii :  pro  ym/i.  Mill  laudat  etiam  MS.  Chrys.” 

Ver.  14.  purify  our  conscience.]  The  Vat.  MS.  is  defective 
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from  the  middle  of  this  verse  to  the  end  of  the  epistle  :  —  the 
next  most  ancient  authorities  read  not 

Ver.  15.  as  his  death  was  accepted.]  Savarov  yevoptvov  :  — 
*<  We  are  now  advanced/’  says  Dr.  Bloomfield,  “  to  a  pass- 
“  age  perhaps  the  most  perplexing  in  the  N.  T.,  ver.  15-18.” 
The  perplexity,  however,  is  not  in  the  apostle’s  text,  but  in 
the  minds  of  his  interpreters.  It.  has  been  overlooked  by 
them  all,  that  ytvc/zwj,  here,  is  a  sacrificial  term ,  denoting 
the  favourable  acceptance  either  of  an  offering  or  of  a  sup¬ 
plication.  44  Peculiar! ter,  absque  adverbio  xaXugf  dicuntur 
44  sacrificia  yiyncQui,  quando  feliciter  cedunt :  sin  contra,  di- 
44  euntur  ou  yiyveeSai.  —  Exempla  cumulat  Xenophon  de  Exp. 
44  Cyri,  lib.  vi.  pp.  382,  3.  (ed.  Leunclav.)  —  Vota  quoque 
44  sive  preces  dicuntur  yiyvceQai,  quoties  audiuntur — (Viger, 
pp.  232,  3.  not.  Hoogev.)  In  this  place,  Gavarou  yevo/xevou — 
4  death  acceptedy  looks  hack  to  euurov  Kgooriveyxsv  — 4  offered 
4  himself;  and  yEvo^ou,  expresses  the  4  acceptance ’  of  that 
offering,  namely,  ug  uzoXurooxiiv  n agot.fi uaecjv — 4  as  a  ransom 
4 from  transgressions .’  Thus,  according  to  this  technical 
term,  the  offering  of  Abel  was  yevo/xev^,  but  that  of  Cain, 

ou  yevo/XEK?]. 

Ver.  16.  a  Covenant .]  j:  —  See  Pref.  pp.  2-5. 

Ib.  the  interposed ,  &c.]  The  common  reading  here  is 
Biadspevov  ;  which  the  Latin  renders  4  testatoris ; 7  and  our 
version  4  testator ,’  so  correcting  Wiclif’s  4  testament-maker .’ 
But,  as  we  have  seen  that  hta9rf/,ri  does  not  here  signify 
4  testament 7  (Pref.  p.  2-5),  it  follows,  that  testator  is  a  false 
rendering  of  hiabitiwog  :  we  have,  therefore,  to  seek  for  the 
true  one.  Some  MSS.  read  Biandtptvog,  in  the  passive,  which 
reading  the  internal  evideuce  vindicates ;  shewing,  that 
BtadtfAivov  was  at  first  a  compendious  writing  of  Bia.Ti6e/^mu 
(diakpevov),  as  ‘Tccgaduj  for  rrugaBidifj,  and  Bovn  for  Btdovn,  in 
1  Cor.  xv;24, 57.  dian&^fii  is  here  used  in  the  sense  of  inter- 
ponOy  as  3/ayyeXX«,  for  inter-nuncio ;  haymfuuy  inter-sum  and 
inter-cedo ;  BiaBoxi/xa^Uy  inter-nosco ;  (WxXe/oj,  inter-cludo  and 
inter-cipio ;  S/axocrrw,  inter-rumpo ;  ha\w r«,  inter -mitt  o,  &c. 
The  Greeks  used  ha.  /xe<rou  for  ev  rw  [Auswy  in  medio. — (Viger, 
p.  1 12,  not.)  haTitteiwoq  has,  therefore,  the  sense  of  ha  /xbsou 
tiQs/mvos  —  in  medio  positus,  or  inter-posituSy  answering  to 
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fiifftryc,  in  c.  ix.  15.  ft  is  used  here  in  the  masculine,  as 
referrible  either  to  j9«u;,  posyog,  a/%,  or  agvog,  ( understood ) 
the  proper  subjects  of  mediatorial  sacrifice.  The  form 
and  mode  of  sacrifice,  in  solemnising  a  covenant  between 
two  parties,  was  similar  among  the  Jews  and  their  heathen 
neighbours.  The  contracting  parties  confronted  each  other; 
and  a  victim  was  placed  between  them :  this  was  the  inter - 
posite.  The  terms  of  the  covenant  were  then  pronounced, 
and  assented  to,  by  both  parties ;  but,  the  contract  was  yet 
unconfirmed  until  the  blood  of  the  victim  was  shed ,  and  its 
life  extinguished.  The  contract,  or  covenant,  became  then 
irrevocably  confirmed.  Homer  describes  this  solemnity  in 
his  3d  Iliad ,  v.  245-296  : 

xrjguxeg - <pegov  o^xta  cr/<rra, 

aovs  - - 

d 

E2  ME220N  Tguiwv  x at  Ayatm  ear/youvro' 

(ArgE/8r,$)  aero  ero/jjayovg  agvwv  ra fit  v?jXe/  yakxuT 
xat  roug  {lev  KATA0HKEN  errt  y&ovog  adca/govrug, 

Ovfiou  beuo/itvovg - 

- 7}b'  evyovro  Qeotg  aer/everi^iStv. 

“  The  heralds  brought  the  sacred  pledges,  two  lambs  ;  —  and 
“  stood  between  the  Trojans  and  the  Greeks: — Atrides  cut  the 
“  throats  of  the  lambs,  and  laid  them  lifeless  on  the  ground  ;  — 
**  and  they  adjured  the  eternal  gods.” 

Here,  the  eg  fitecov  xarar/Oe/itvog  of  the  Grecian  and  Trojan 
covenant,  corresponds  to  the  d/ar/de/ievog,  or  fieffirng,  of  the  Old 
and  New  Covenants  between  God  and  man. 

Ver.  17.  over  lifeless  bodies .]  em  ro/g  vexgo/g  (uci/iufft)  :• — 
Macknight  pronounces  this,  “  a  passage  hitherto  ill  under - 
“  stood;'  and  no  other  commentator  has  appeared  who  was 
so  well  qualified  to  pronounce  that  judgment  as  himself, 
since  he  has  been  the  first  to  restore  this  important  context 
to  its  primitive  apostolical  perspicuity.  He  hesitated,  indeed, 
whether  he  should  supply  Supa <u  —  ‘  sacrifices ,’  or  guoig — 
‘  animals ,’  to  nx% mg ;  but  he  acutely  discerned,  that  the 
bodies  of  animals  appointed  for  sacrifice,  are  intended  in  the 
word  vexgo/g. 

But  here,  an  objection  is  advanced  against  interpreting 
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the  word  vtxgoig,  *  dead  or  lifeless  animals.’  “  On  tlie  e<x< 
“  yexgoigf  says  Bloomfield,  "  Kuinoel  exposes  the  weakness  of 
“  that  interpretation ;  and  remarks,  after  Carpzovius,  that 
“  the  word  vexgog  is  used  (like  our  corpse)  only  of  the  dead 
“  body  of  a  man ,  not  of  a  beast.1'  Were  this  the  fact,  the 
interpretation  would  he  predetermined.  But,  as  the  fact  is 
far  otherwise,  Kuinoel’s  confidence  is  only  a  rash  note  of 
triumph  before  victory ;  for,  Macknight  will  keep  the  field. 
“  The  word  vtxgog,"  says  Eustathius,  “  is  formed  of  the  pri- 
“  vative  particle  ve,  and  xtig  signifying  ‘  life /  (p.  668, 

“  55) *  life,1  expresses  equally  “  the  life  which  is 
“  rational ,  Xoy/xjj,  and  in  irrational  animals ,  tv  roig  gwotg  roig 
“  uXoyoig,  and  ill  plants ,  tv  roig  tpuroig”  (Phavorinus).  The 
proper  sense  of  vtxgog,  therefore,  is  a-^vyog — ‘  inanimus ,  lifeless.1 
From  vtxgog  was  derived  the  word  vtxgi/j,aia,  signifying  lifeless 
flesh ,  generally,  but  erroneously  assumed  to  denote  only, 

‘  corrupt  flesh ,  or  carrion.1  From  the  same  word  was  also 
formed,  by  metathesis ,  the  word  xtvtfipa  (for  vtxtfigia),  which 
is  thus  defectively  interpreted  in  Maltby’s  Greek  and  English 
Lexicon:  "  Carnes  morticini —  carrion But,  vtxgipaia.  sig¬ 
nified  i  dead  flesh 1  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  butchers'  meat ; 
and  xtvtfigeia,  the  shambles  or  market  where  it  was  sold — 
xtvtflgia  yag  ra  vexgificuu,  xara  tva\\ayr\v  tiroiytiwv — ra  vtxgipai a 
xgta  oiiru  xaXovvrai,  xai  h  ayogu  otou  <ru\tirui  ra  roiaura,  xtvtfSgtia 

xaXeirai.' — (Steph.  Tli.  Gr.  Valpy,  p.  513,  v.  ayog a.)  Where¬ 
fore,  Pollux  calls  such  flesh,  xevtflgia  xgta —  ‘  market -flesh 
'  or  meat 1  (vi.  §  55).  Finally,  Hesychius  interprets  xt\t(3ga 
(probably  a  popular  corruption  of  xmfigta),  NEK  PA  KTIINII 
—  ‘  lifeless  cattle'  Now  I  would  ask,  what  were  slaugh¬ 
tered  sacrifices ,  in  the  Hebrew  worship,  but  vexga  xr ^  — 

‘  lifeless  cattle:1  bulls ,  calves ,  sheep,  or  goats?  What,  then, 
becomes  of  Kuinoel’s  'exposure  of  Macknight1  s  weakness  ?’ 
A  more  complete  failure,  and  reaction,  could  not  attend 
a  premature  exultation.  We  here  learn,  from  categorical 
authority,  that  though  vexgov  (auji a  und .),  applied  to  a  ‘  man ,* 
denoted  a  'corpse,1 — when  applied  to  a  ‘  beast,1  it  denoted  a 
'  carcass 1  The  preposition  tm,  before  vtxgoig,  marks  out  the 
application  of  the  latter  to  a  '  covenant ,’  not  a  ‘  will:1 — 
"  conditiones  pactorum,  similiumque  rerum,  per  hanc  pre- 
“  positionem  (ec/)  cum  dandi  casu  exprimuntur.” — (Viger, 
cap.  ix.  s.  iv.  §11.)  The  Latin  version  renders,  '  in  mortuis ;* 
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wherefore  Wiclif,  4  in  deede  {dead),'  to  which  his  last  editor 
has  added  1  men ,’  in  Italics:  the  edition  of  1548  (black letter) 
renders  (without  distinction  of  character),  *  when  men  are 
‘  deade:  our  last  revisers  have  ventured  to  follow  its  example, 
and  have  rendered,  ‘  after  men  are  dead,’  neglecting  their 
usual  caution  of  printing  a  supplied  word  in  Italics:  for, 
there  is  no  mention  of,  or  allusion  to  ‘  men  in  the  context. 
Some  learned  commentators,  who  have  not  settled  their  own 
judgments  between  the  two  significations  of  dia6r,xi j,  have 
taken  a  very  easy  and  not  unusual  course  for  relieving  them¬ 
selves  from  further  hesitation  ;  by  laying  their  perplexity  at 
the  door  of  the  apostle.  “  As  biaQwr,  means  both  covenant 
“  and  testament ,”  says  a  learned  writer  adduced  by  Bloom- 
“  field,  the  apostle  represents  the  new  dia6r,xr}  in  a  double 
“  light."  That  double  light  exists  only  in  the  vision  of  the 
learned  critic  j  and  we  easily  trace  it  to  the  original  error 
and  confusion  of  the  Latin  church  (“  qua  amat  pro  pacto 
“  dicere  testamentum  ”),  exposed  in  the  Preface ,  pp.  4,  5  ; 
which  error  has  been  transmitted  to  this  late  age,  by  the  vis 
inertia  already  adverted  to. 

Ver.  19.  and  also  the  book ]  avro  re  ro  (3 ifiXiov,  looks  back 
to  Xa (3uv,  and  not  forward  to  e^avnae:  see  Exod.  xxiv.  7,  8. 
The  “  sprinkling  of  the  book"  is  therefore  an  error  trans¬ 
mitted  from  Wiclif,  who  rendered  the  Latin,  *  bispreyned  bothe 
*  thilke  booh  and  al  the  pep  led 

Ver.  20.  hath  ratified  to  you.]  The  words  of  Moses,  which 
the  apostle  here  quotes  from  Exod.  xxiv.  6-9,  stand  thus  in 
the  Septuagint :  ibov  TO  ai[ia  vtj g  355  dieQero  K ugiog  rrgog 

1/j.ag.  According  to  all  the  printed  texts,  the  apostle,  in 
citing  those  words,  substitutes  the  word  enreiXaro — 1  injoined 
for  hehro — 1  covenanted;  and,  according  to  the  Latin  ver¬ 
sion,  ‘  mandavit'  for  i  pepigit ;  which  words  have  no  com¬ 
munity  of  signification.  That  the  word  actually  used  by  the 
apostle  did  not  so  much  differ  in  import  from  that  used  by 
Mose9,  is  almost  self-evident;  and,  therefore,  the  received 
reading  is  probably  one  of  those  described  by  Michaelis, 
when  he  observed,  u  it  is  possible,  that  the  true  reading  of 
“  a  passage  may  no  longer  be  extant  in  any  of  our  manu- 
“  scripts.” — ( Introd .  vol.  ii.  p.332.)  This  will  be  rendered 
apparent  by  the  greater  affinity  of  sreXeTro  —  *  ratified ,’  to 
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diefaro — 4  covenanted ,'  than  of  tvtraXa.ro — 4  'unjoined '  It  is 
probable,  that  the  reading,  r\g  tvsra\a.ro,  has  resulted  from  a 
confluence  of  the  two  readings, 

7)S  trtXaro  Attice, 
qv  ertXtiro. 

The  sense  will  then  be,  44  Hie  (est)  sanguis  pacti  quod  effectual 
44  reddidit,  vel  sancivit  (sibi)  Deus  in  vos.” 


CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  2.  for  then  they  would  not  cease  to  be  offered.]  Every 
ancient  and  authoritative  MS.  reads  oux.  av ;  the  later  copies, 
which  have  omitted  ov/.,  have  taken  Ihe  passage  interrogatively, 
which  conies  to  the  same  point;  for, 44  they  would  not  cease,” 
or,  44  would  they  cease  ?"  are  modes  of  phrase  having  the  same 
implication.  But,  many  copies  preserving  ovx,  have  also  pre¬ 
served  the  mark  of  interrogation ;  from  which  error,  great 
perplexity  has  ensued  to  the  interpreters.  The  argument  of 
the  apostle  is  this  :  44  The  continually  recurring  sacrifices  of 
44  the  law,  being  incompetent  to  relieve  the  soul  from  the 
44  accusations  of  sin,  one  effectual  sacrifice,  in  the  person  of 
44  our  Lord,  was  graciously  provided  to  supersede  them.  But, 
44  if  the  legal  sacrifices  had  been  competent  to  the  same  effect, 
44  they  would  not  cease  (as  they  will  now  cease  under  the 
44  Gospel  dispensation) ;  because,  in  that  case,  every  indi- 
44  vidual,  to  the  end  of  time,  would  have  derived  from  them 
44  the  same  deliverance  from  the  conscience  of  sin,  that  is 
44  now  only  to  be  obtained  by  the  one  sacrifice  of  Christ  ” 
(c.  vii.  11,  and  Gal.  iii.  22):  ta-avuavro  in  the  aorist,  is  the 
indefinite  present,  which  applies  to  all  time.  The  apostle 
could  not  mean  that  those  sacrifices  4  should  cease,'  in  the 
case  which  he  supposes,  namely,  their  all-sufficiency ;  because 
then,  all  who  lived  after  their  cessation  would  be  left  without 
a  means  of  deliverance ;  the  sacrifice  of  Christ  being  excluded 
from  his  supposed  case. 

Ver.  4.  It  is  impossible  that  the  blood  of  bulls  and  of 
goats  should  take  away  sins.]  See  Annot.  to  Matt.  c.  iii.  15, 
p.  127. 
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Ver.  9.  I  come  to  do  thy  will.]  The  junior  MSS.  have 
here  inserted  6  ©eoj  —  ‘  O  God,'  because  it  is  in  the  context 
from  which  the  apostle  quotes ;  but,  the  most  ancient  MSS. 
shew,  that  the  apostle  did  not  include  those  words  in  his 
quotation,  any  more  than  he  did  the  clause  between  dov  r,xu) 
and  rrornaai,  which  is  in  the  same  context.  (Ps.  xl.  7,  8.) 

Ver.  17.  He  afterwards  saith.]  uaregov  \tyti  :  —  Besides 
the  MSS.  containing  this  clause  which  are  referred  to  by 
Wetstein,  they  are  found  in  the  two  valuable  MSS.  collated 
by  Birch,  Vat.  367,  Pio-Vat .  50. 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  4.  yet  speaketh.]  eri  XaXe/ : — So  read  the  Vat.  and 
Alex.  MSS.,  the  Latin ,  both  the  Syriac ,  and  Copt,  versions, 
and  many  of  the  fathers.  Theophylact,  as  cited  by  Wetstein, 
says:  riva  ru>v  oivTiygatpuv  XaXe/ra/  i^ouffiv,  ou  xa\ug.  Yet  Wet- 
Stein,  Matthsi,  and  even  the  Oxford  edition  of  1819,  retain 
"kaXtiTai.  Bloomfield  has  restored  the  primitive  reading, 
XaXe/.  Of  his  long  note  on  this  verse,  the  virtue  lies  in  the 
last  sentence ;  in  which  he  adduces  c.  xii.  24,  in  proof  of  the 
active  form,  Xa 


Ver.  13.  having  seen  and  greeted.]  idovng  aa-ragcL/j.tm  : 
—  So  read  the  Vat.,  Clerm.y  Alex.,  and  Germ.,  uncial 
MSS.;  and  a  multitude  of  junior  copies,  with  all  the  ancient 
versions ;  Chrysostom  also,  and  other  fathers.  Some  later 
copies  have  inserted  xai  nueQivrtg,  after  180 neg,  which  reading, 
though  established  in  the  text  hitherto  ‘  received ,’  is  duly 
rejected  by  Matthsei,  and  marked  by  Bloomfield.  Our  last 
revisers  have  used  a  license  in  our  version,  in  order  to  give 
that  reading  a  place ;  but  it  was  not  in  Wiclif's  translation, 
because  it  wa9  not  in  the  Latin.  Wiclif  renders,  “  thei 
“  beheelden  hem  afer,  and  greetynge  hem  wel 

Ver.  14.  a  paternal  country.]  xargtlia: — We  express  this 
term,  in  English,  by  ( mother  country ;  the  Germans  express 
it,  by  1  father -land' 
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Ver.  20.  bowed  towards  the  top  of  his  own  staff.]  rr^oae- 
x\jv7}<jev  ici  to  cczgov  T7jg  ga/SSov  aurov  :  sd  has  here  the  sense  of 
‘  versus — towards  :*  l<  xXmn>,  ar^ptiv — td  bogo,  etp  t\vkxv — in- 
“  clinare  aut  flectere ,  in  dextram  aut  sinistram."  (Viger, 
c.  ix.  s.  4.  §  21.)  The  Latin  omits  the  preposition  td,  and 
renders,  *  et  adoravit  fastigium  virgce  ejus.'  But,  because  the 
Romish  church  adduced  this  action  of  J  acob  as  an  authority 
for  the  worship  of  reliques  and  other  sensible  objects,  our 
revisers,  without  referring  to  the  Greek,  rendered,  “  wor- 
44  shipped,  leaning  on  the  top  of  his  staff.”  This  frigid 
insertion  of  1  leaning is  wholly  unwarranted  by  the  text. 
The  reading  of  the  Latin,  rescued  from  its  superstitious 
abuse,  is  nearest  to  the  true  interpretation.  The  4  staff  of 
1  Jacob  or  Israel ,'  was  to  become  the  predicted  i  sceptre  of 
4  the  Messiah  *  (Num.  xxiv.  17.)  Every  one  knows  that,  in 
early  times,  a  sceptre  was  a  staff  or  stick  (Hom.  II.  A.  234). 
The  faith  of  Jacob  was  evinced  by  his  reverential  obeisance 
towards  the  head  of  his  own  staff,  in  recognition  of  Him  who 
was  eventually  to  bear  it  as  an  emblem  of  sovereignty.  If 
we  look  a  little  further,  we  shall  see  this  fact  demonstrated. 
The  apostle  cites  partially,  from  the  Greek  Genesis,  the 
dependant  clause,  xa/  ^oair.uurjffev  td  to  axgov  r^g  gafibou  ixutou  — 

*  and  he  bowed  towards  the  top  of  his  own  staff.’  But,  what 

previous  matter  does  this  xa/  —  ‘  and,'  join  with  this  clause? 
Let  us  take  the  two  clauses  in  conjunction,  as  they  stand 
in  the  Septuagint:  —  am  bt,  Opotiov  fior  r.ai  u/tootv  aurw  KAI 
a'gotffxvvTjffev  id  to  axgov  Trig  fa fibov  avrov  —  ‘  And  he  said, 

£  Swear  to  me:  and  Israel  susare  to  him  and  bowed  toward 
‘  the  top  of  his  own  staff,’  i.  e.  in  confirmation  of  his  oath. 
Nothing  can  be  more  evident,  than  that  the  motion  and 
direction  of  Israel’s  person,  were  parts  of  his  act  of  swearing ; 
for,  we  have  an  example  of  the  sacredness  attached  to  the 

*  top  of  the  staff  or  sceptre in  Esther,  v.  2  :  nor  can  any 
thing  be  more  inconsequent,  than  to  render,  *  and  he  sware 

*  to  him,  and  leaned  on  the  top  of  his  staff;’  or,  4  and  reclined 
4  on  his  bed's  head,'  merely  because  the  Hebrew  word  may 
signify  either  4  staff,'  or  i  bed;'  for,  the  description  is  suf¬ 
ficiently  explicit  to  determine  the  interpretation  to  the  first 
of  those  senses. 

Ver.  32.  wr ought  justification.]  See  Annot.  to  Matt.  iv. 

p.  128. 
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Ver.  36.  were  pierced  through.']  All  the  MSS.  read  in  this 
place,  as  in  the  printed  texts,  ecre/|atr^tfav,  which  the  Latin 
renders,  “  tentati  sunt;’  and  Wiclif,  from  the  Latin,  “  wereu 
“  temptid”  this  rendering  our  version  has  accepted,  and 
transmitted.  But,  because  the  writer  is  here  enumerating 
different  modes  of  death ;  and,  because  there  was  wherewithal 
to  awaken  mistrust  of  that  reading,  in  the  received  enume¬ 
ration,  ‘  stoned ,  sawed  asunder ,  tempted,  slain  by  the  sword; 
much  conjecture  has  been  set  at  work  to  find  a  means  of 
restoring  the  passage  so  manifestly  affected.  It  has  therefore 
been  proposed,  instead  of  e<rei^aG6r]Gavy  to  read, 


e‘7rvga,a67]Gctv)  or 
etfugwthjGecvy  or 
or 

eirpa.6r,GaVy  or 
eGTe/gaGtirjGGtv,  or 
ecrr^e/aG^TjGccv. 


evrr/gwtbiGav,  or 
tm^T,GcLvf  or 
eirapOijsoiVy  or 
BGipaioiGGr^avy  or 
tTtxgi%tv6r)Gav.  (not.  Scholz.) 


Without  travelling  so  far  in  research,  we  have  only  to 
recollect,  that  *re/£w,  ‘  transfodio  ,’  and  *re/g aw,  1  conor  *  (from 
whence  xugaGu — *  tento'),  have  been  actually  confounded  in 
sentences;  as  is  shewn  by  Stephens  ( Thes.  Gr.  v.  xei$u).  The 
internal  evidence  of  the  passage  sufficiently  indicates,  that 
those  verbs  have  been  so  confounded  in  this  place ;  and  that 
we  ought  here  to  read,  with  Beza,  erra^Gav  —  *  transfossi 
‘  sunt y — ‘  were  thrust  or  pierced  through So  we  read  in 
Ezek.  xvi.  40,  “  they  shall  stone  thee  with  stones,  and  thrust 
“  thee  through  with  their  swords.”  In  that  place,  the  Sept. 
use  the  verb  xaraGpagco ;  but,  in  ITim.  vi.  10,  where  St.  Paul 
says,  figuratively,  “  they  have  pierced  themselves  through  with 
“  many  sorrows,”  he  uses  the  verb  cre/gw  in  compound,  gaurob? 
<zsois<T£i(> av.  To  tirct(>&7}Gav — 1  thrust  tlirougliy  is  here  opposed, 
w  <povu  tiafo  which  word  the  sacred  Greek  writers  use  to 
render  the  Hebrew  — ‘  os  vql  acies — mouth  or  edge;  in 
French,  ‘  le  tranchant or  cutting  part  of  a  sword.  The 
misapprehension  of  an  abbreviation  expressing  some  of  the 
letters,  and  leaving  the  rest  to  be  supplied  (see  Pref.  p.  74), 
would  readily  have  suggested  to  an  uncritical  reader,  or 
scribe,  an  inflection  of  the  more  familiar  verb,  ce/^aw. 
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Ver.  7.  Endure  patiently ,  for  your  instruction .]  ug  nai- 
dsiav  uvoftevtrs  ( fut .  pro  imp.)'. — All  the  ancient  authorities 
read  ug,  not  ei.  Besides  those  enumerated  by  Wetstein,  Birch 
adduces  the  Cod.  Pio-Vat.  50.  and  Hafn.  3.  The  error 
plainly  arose  from  a  hasty  assumption,  that  this  passage  was 
an  immediate  conclusion  from  the  former;  whereas,  it  is  a 
distinct  precept,  followed  by  a  conclusion,  or  inference,  drawn 
from  it. 

Ver.  13.  may  yo  right. ]  The  common  version  renders, 
*  may  he  healed ,’  following  the  reading  of  the  received  text, 
'lafy.  The  import  of  the  context,  with  that  reading,  demon¬ 
strates  vitiation ;  but,  the  passage  of  Proverbs  (iv.  26)  to 
which  it  refers,  will  supply  the  means  of  correction  :  o§0ag 
rf°X,aS  vo,il  S0I$  voai,  xa /  rag  68oug  ffou  xurtuOvve.  Now,  tutium, 
and  iOuvo,  and  ifoca,  are  different  forms  of  the  same  verb,  as 
are  tuQvg  and  ifog  of  the  same  adjective.  The  regular  com- 
pend  of  dwij  or  i6v? j,  omitting  the  middle  syllable  (see  Pref. 
p.  76),  would  be  /0>j.  A  mistaking  the  place  of  the  omitted 
syllable,  would  cause  an  unskilful  engrosser  of  copies  to 
assume  /atfq  for  the  word  designed,  having  already  written 
iaQy  four  times  (Matt.  viii.  13  ;  xv.  28  :  Mark,  viii.  47 ;  xvii. 
15),  and  thus,  i8uy  would  become  perverted  into  /afy.  The 
violent  effort  of  Mackniglit  (and  of  Kuinoel,  as  cited  by 
Bloomfield)  to  force  an  applicable  sense  for  iaQi j  —  ‘  healed , 
by  rendering  txrg any — ‘  put  out  of  joint,  or  *  dislocated  *■ — 
‘  luxetur ,’  need  not  detain  us. 

Ver.  15.  root  of  bitterness ,  springing  up  with  gall.]  The 
text  has,  (Li]  rig  g/£a  mxgiag  avu  ipoouffa  tvoyrXij.  In  Deut.  xxix. 
18,  Moses  says,  in  the  printed  copies  of  the  Sept.;  ng 
tffnv  tv  i/jjiv  gig a  avu  pvouffa  tv  %oXw  xa/  wxgia.  That  the  apostle 
quoted  this  passage  in  the  former  sentence,  would  never 
have  been  questioned,  had  not  his  words,  as  they  stand  in  all 
the  texts,  needed  correction  ;  and,  if  that  correction  had  not 
been  administered  under  a  previous  devotion  to  the  received 
text.  For,  though  the  order  of  the  words  is  here  varied,  it 
would  never  have  been  imagined  that  the  apostle  varied  the 
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mere  elements  of  a  ^gXtj.  (as  in  an  anagram ),  by  changing 
them  into  the  form  tvoy\jiy  had  it  not  been  for  that  prepos¬ 
session.  Dr.  Bloomfield  states,  “  that  seven  MSS.  of  the 
“  Septuagint  (including  the  Alexandrian ),  read  the  passage 
“  of  Deuteronomy  as  in  the  apostle's  text."  If  this  be  so, 
that  reading  departs  from  the  sense  of  the  Hebrew ;  with  a 
very  suspicious  appearance  of  having  been  altered,  to  adapt 
it  to  the  actual  reading  of  the  passage  in  this  Epistle.  For, 
the  Hebrew  expresses  44  with  gall"  which,  in  Greek,  is  ev 
yoXy  ;  and  thus  establishes  tv  yo\ij  for  the  true  reading  of  the 
Septuagint.  If,  then,  seven  MSS.  read  with  the  very  same 
identical  letters,  but  altered  anagrammatically  to  tvoyki:,  sound 
and  true  criticism  will  not  hesitate  to  pronounce,  that  there 
is  vitiation;  for,  such  a  coincidence  proves  it.  But,  I  must 
rectify  the  learned  annotators  position,  that  44  the  Alex.  MS. 
“  reads  as  in  the  apostle's  text:"  it  does  so  partially,  but  not 
in  that  part  which  alone  concerns  this  criticism.  Walton,  in 
his  Polyglott,  thus  gives  the  reading  of  the  A  lex.  text  of 
Deuteronomy  :  (Lr\  rig  tdnv  ev  Lfiiv  c/xg/ag  avu  (pvovffct  tv  yoXy 
— 4  lest  there  be  among  you  any  root  of  bitterness  springing 
4  up  with  gall.'  This  reading  of  the  Alex.  MS.,  becomes 
thus  a  confirmatory  evidence  of  the  accuracy  of  the  correction 
tv  xp\t ?,  for  evoyXij,  in  this  clause  of  the  Epistle;  and,  finally 
determines  the  original  uniformity  of  the  two  corresponding 
passages.  Wetstein  observes,  44  nisi  tvoyXy  legatur,  deerit 
44  verhum ,  ad  sententiam  necessarium.”  But,  the  substantive 
verb,  toriv,  expressed  indeed  in  the  printed  copies  of  the 
Septuagint,  but  familiarly  understood  in  the  apostle’s  quota¬ 
tion,  supplies  the  4  verbum  necessarium :  in j  ng  (cot?) 
crixgia;  a vu  tpvovaa  tv  yo\i],  xou  bia  ravryg  /LiavQuffi  toXXo/.  T.he 
indiscernment  of  the  latent  tsnv  after  ng,  has  created  all  the 
perplexity  in  which  commentators  have  involved  themselves. 

Ver.  17.  He  found  no  place  for  repentance .]  The  apostle 
here  compares  the  state  of  one  who  has  passed  into  death 
with  the  burden  of  the  44  unpardonable  sin"  on  his  soul  (see 
Annot.  to  Mark,  iii.  27,  p.  188)  to  the  state  of  Esau,  when 
he  had  acquired  experimental  but  unavailing  conviction  of 
the  value  of  the  inheritance  which  he  had  renounced  for  ever; 
and,  the  bitter  lamentations  of  Esau,  do  not  here  represent 
any  change  of  heart,  or  repentance  from  guilt,  but  only  the 
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‘  wailing  and  gnashing  of  teeth  *  from  the  irremediable  loss 
which  he  had  incurred. 

Esau’s  forfeiture,  and  loss  of  the  inheritance  which  he 
had  alienated  for  ever,  is  thus  made  a  type  of  the  eternal 
forfeiture  and  loss  of  the  proffered  salvation  through  Christ, 
to  those  who  shall  pass  into  eternity  deliberately  rejecting  it. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  11.  We  have  an  Altar ,  &c.]  This  verse,  duly  con¬ 
sidered,  throws  an  important  light  on  our  Lord’s  institution 
of  the  Holy  Communion .  Considered  in  themselves,  the  object 
of  his  commands  to  “  eat  his  body,”  and  “  to  drink  his  blood;” 
and  of  his  ordaining  the  eatable  substances  of  ‘  bread  ’  and 
‘  wine /  as  his  representatives  on  which  those  commands 
should  be  executed  ;  is  not  obviously  apparent  to  our  reason. 
But,  as  soon  as  we  perceive,  that  the  commands  were  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  Law  which  he  came  to  fulfil,  they  are  explained 
to  our  reason.  He  came  to  be  a  *  sin-offer ing >  the  architype 
of  all  the  1  sin-offerings  ’  which  were  commanded  by  the 
Mosaical  Law.  Those  sin-offerings  were  forbidden  to  be 
eaten  by  the  Jews:  “  No  sin-offering,  whereof  any  of  the 
“  blood  is  brought  into  the  tabernacle  of  the  congregation  to 
“  reconcile,  in  the  Holy  Place,  shall  be  eaten :  it  shall  be 
“  burnt  in  the  fire”  (Lev.  vi.  30).  Our  Lord’s  universal  in¬ 
junction,  that  “  all  ”  should  eat  “  his  flesh  f  and  drink  “  his 
tl  blood,”  as  represented  by  the  elements  of  ‘  bread *  and 
‘  wine ;  (so  demonstrating  that  i  these  were  a  better  sacrifice 
‘  than  those'  c.  ix.  23);  was  plainly  relative  and  allusive  to 
that  former  prohibition,  which  he  thus  rescinded,  so  far  as 
regarded  his  own  church ;  but,  left  it  binding  on  “  those 
“  who  worship  in  the  Tabernacle”  It  is  thus,  then,  that  we 
Christians  have  an  Altar ,  from  which  those  others  have  not 
authority  to  eat;  and,  where  the  ‘  cup '  and  the  ‘  bread ’  of 
which  we  partake,  give  us  immediate  ‘  communion  with  the 
‘  body  and  blood  of  Christ .’  (1  Cor.  x.  15.) 


J  A  M  E  S. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  12.  which  the  Lord  hath  promised.]  The  Vat.,  and 
also  the  Alex.  MS.,  read,  bv  ecrr^yE/Xaro — ‘  which  He  hath 
4  promised,'  referring  to  rou  Ku^/ou,  in  v.  7.  The  remoteness 
of  the  reference  to  Ki^/ou,  in  v.  7,  has  caused  the  Italic  inser¬ 
tion  of  6  K ugiog,  in  this  place,  in  the  later  copies.  See  a 
similar  construction  in  Jude,  v.  5. 

Ver.  17.  Father  of  the  Lights,  &c.]  rm  <puruv: — A  sublime 
figure,  drawn  by  analogy  from  the  parent  light  of  this  visible 
system ;  which,  being  the  fixed  source  of  light  to  the  other 
luminaries,  is  not  subject,  like  them,  to  vicissitudes  of  bright¬ 
ness  and  obscurity,  from  revolving  before  it  on  an  axis. 

Ver.  18.  he  gave  vs  birth']  cursxw — This  verb  ought 
to  be  rendered  here,  in  the  same  sense  as,  just  before,  in 
v.  15,  where  it  is  properly  rendered  1  par  it'  in  the  Latin, 
and  by  Wiclif  and  his  revisers,  *  bringing  forth  !  It  is  a 
term  exclusively  applied  to  parturition  (see  Annot.  to  Col. 
i.  15),  whether  by  nature,  or  by  obstetric  aid.  The  Latin, 
therefore,  by  rendering  it  i  genuit  ’  in  this  place,  misled 
Wiclif,  who  has  rendered  it  ‘  begat!  His  revisers  incau¬ 
tiously  took  his  interpretation  on  trust,  and  have  retained  it 
in  our  version. 

Ib.  that  we  should  be  a  sort  of  first-fruit.]  St.  James 
addresses  this  Epistle  expressly  to  the  “  twelve  tribes  scattered 
“  abroad and  he  therefore  means  by  “  we,”  the  Jewish 
converts;  who,  by  our  Lord's  command,  wer  a  first  to  receive 
the  Gospel,  and  thus  to  be  a  “  sort  of  first-fruit  ”  of  God’s 
new  or  Gospel  creation.  This  passage,  therefore,  is  not  to 
he  understood  of  “  the  first  Christian  converts in  general. 
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Ib.  ye  know ]  tare  :  —  So  read  the  Vat.  and  Ephrem;  the 
Vat .  367  (see  Pref.  p.  50) :  aim,  which  is  a  later  substitution, 
vitiates  the  sense  of  the  context.  Wetstein  observes,  “  wm 
“  cum  imperativo  jungi  non  posse.  1  Cor.  xi.  31.” 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  2.  come  into  your  synagogue."]  St.  James,  addressing 
the  converted  Jews,  calls  their  accustomed  place  of  public 
worship  cwaytayr,,  their  1  synagogue ;  which  term  answers  to 
St.  Paul’s  exxXjjova,  when  he  addresses  the  Gentile  converts. 
This  is  the  whole  mystery  of  the  word  Guvayuyri ,  in  this  place. 

Ver.  2-4.]  The  injunction  contained  in  these  verses,  ex¬ 
clusively  regarded  undue  distinctions  when  assembled,  for 
the  worship  of  God,  in  the  place  ( church  or  synagogue ) 
appropriated  to  his  service. 

Ver.  18.  apart  from  its  works ]  xui^  ruv  egyuv :  —  No 
reading  in  the  sacred  volume  is  more  firmly  established  by 
external  and  internal  evidence,  than  the  reading  xu2JS>  *n 
this  place,  in  opposition  to  the  received  reading  ex.  It  is  the 
reading  of  the  Vatican ,  the  Ephrem ,  the  Alexandrian,  and 
other  MSS.  and  ancient  versions  adduced  by  Wetstein ;  and 
had  the  suffrages  of  the  several  eminently  learned  persons 
whose  names  he  cites.  It  is  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  367,  the 
Neapol.  Laur.  14,  and  Plut.  8,  collated  by  Birch.  It  is  also 
the  reading  of  the  Latin,  from  whence  Wiclifs  correct  ren¬ 
dering,  “  Schewe  thou  to  me  thi  feith  withoute  werkis ,  and  I 
“  schal  schewe  to  thee  my  feith  of  werkis which  reading 
our  revisers  have  rightly  preserved.  The  reading 
however,  has  been  changed  for  ex,  in  the  progress  of  trans¬ 
cription  ;  and  has  been  adopted  by  Matthaei,  and  others 
devoted  to  the  Const .  texts.  Dr.  Bloomfield  says,  “  It  is 
“far  more  likely  that  ex  should  have. been  altered  to 
“  than  xui‘s  ey-  (fory  Tuv  occurs  at  v.  20),  and 

“  %&>£/£  is  as  inferior  in  external  as  in  internal  testimony.” 
But  ex  7uv  egyuv  occurs  again,  immediately,  in  the  very  same 
verse  ;  which  turns  the  probability  directly  the  other  way. 
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As  to  the  inferiority  of  *n  external  testimony,  as  Dr. 
Bloomfield  too  hastily  alleges,  it  is  opposed  only  by  junior 
MSS.,  whose  authority  does  not  increase  by  their  number; 
and,  as  to  internal  testimony,  the  reader’s  judgment  will  be 
able  to  decide.  The  apostle  contends,  that  the  existence  of 
faith  can  only  be  demonstrated  by  the  overt  testimony  of  its 
works ;  he  therefore  says,  44  Shew  me  thy  faith — with- 
“  out ,  or  separate  from  that  testimony ;  and  I  will  shew 
44  thee  my  faith ,  by  that  testimony.”  And  he  then  draws 
his  conclusion  in  v.  20,  that  44  faith,  apart  from  works,  is 
44  agyi — null,  idle ,  barren ,”  or,  as  St.  Paul  speaks  (1  Cor. 
xiii.  2),  ouSev  —  ‘  nothing  '  The  earliest  authorities  have  not 
ffou  after  igyuv,  only  after  menv. 

Ib.  is  null.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads,  agyij ;  which  has  been 
changed  in  the  later  copies  to  w/.oa — 4  dead ,’  with  a  view  to 
assimilate  the  passage  to  v.  24. 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  1.  be  not  many  teachers.']  coXXo<  6/Sa<rxaXo/ : — The 
Latin  rendered  4  magistri and,  therefore,  Wiclif,  ‘  maistres ; 
which  word  our  version  has  accepted,  only  changing  the 
orthography  to  ‘  masters .’  But,  as  the  apostle  here  intended, 
1  propounders  of  doctrines and  not  4  assumers  of  authority’ 
the  Latin  interpretation,  retained  in  our  version,  does  not 
convey  his  intention ;  and  is  a  misleading  translation  of  the 
Greek.  (See  Pref.  p.  8.) 

Ver.  6.]  o'jtco;,  in  this  verse,  is  not  found  in  the  most 
ancient  and  authoritative  MSS.,  and  has  been  uncritically 
drawn  into  the  junior  copies,  from  oirw,  in  the  preceding 
verse. 

Ib.  how  much  matter,  how  little  fire  kindleth  !]  The  Vat. 
IMS.  reads,  ^X/xov  crug,  ^X<xjjv  uXjjv  avurmt !  The  difference  of 
idiom  requires  the  order  of  the  words  to  be  reversed  in 
translation.  This  is  also  the  reading  of  the  Ephr.  and  Alex. 
MSS.;  of  the  Latin  version,  4  quantus — quam  magnam.’  The 
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junior  copies  have  changed  nXtxov  to  oXiyov,  perhaps,  from 
similarity  of  sound  in  the  ear  of  a  copier  from  dictation. 
(See  Pref.  p.  71,  72.) 

Ib.  kindled  in  the  birth.']  The  common  reading  of  this 
passage  IS,  <pXoyi£()\>oa  tov  rgoyov  tj yeveceug,  xai  <pXoyi^o/j>ev7j  vvo 
js  yeewtis;  which  our  version  renders,  “It  settetk  on  fire  the 
u  course  of  nature ,  and  is  set  on  fire  of  hell''  The  common 
Latin  Vulgate  renders  more  correctly,  u  infiammat  rotam 
“  nativitatis  nos  tree,  infiammata  a  gehenna."  Wiclif,  from 
the  Latin  Vulgate  of  his  day,  translated,  “  it  is  enfiawmed  of 
“  helle,  and  enflawmeth  the  wheel  of  oure  birthe."  Dr.  Bloom¬ 
field  remarks,  “  Here,  observes  Dr.  Burton,  is  a  very  strong 
“  metaphor I 

That  this  clause  is  not  in  a  sound  state,  will  reveal  itself 
on  inspection.  A  scholion  of,  or  from  Cyril,  in  Wetstein’s 
Cod.  15,  and  one  of,  or  from  CEcumenius,  in  his  Cod.  16, 
states,  that  “  some  copies  here  read  yeewTig."  This  observa¬ 
tion,  Matthaei  and  others  have  applied  to  the  reading  ytveseug. 
The  sentence  must,  in  that  case,  have  stood  thus  :  $\oyi£ov<ta 
tov  rgoyov  ry\g  yeevvr,g,  xai  y\oyifyp,evT\  Irn  r 7jg  yeevwig — ‘  setting  on 
i  fire  the  whole  course  of  hell,  and  being  set  on  fire  by  hell.' 
This  result  is  sufficient  to  shew,  that  there  must  have  been, 
either  error  in,  or  misapprehension  of,  the  scholion ;  and 
that  the  scholion  bore  upon  the  reading  yeewng,  actually 
established  in  the  text :  leaving  it  for  inference,  that  there 
was  anciently  a  different  reading,  where  we  now  find  yeewng. 
But,  though  Matthsei  has  misapplied  the  scholion,  he  has 
acutely  and  satisfactorily  (in  his  2d  ed.)  discerned  the  reading 
which  yeewng  has  supplanted,  namely,  yewne,1  or  yew ag — • 
*  birth,'  a  term  which  naturally  connects  itself  with  yevesewg 
preceding,  in  the  order  of  the  apostle’s  subject  and  argument; 
for  he  immediately  proceeds,  vas a  ya%  <pv<ug,  See.  The  direct 
relation  of  pocr/s  to  yew  a,  is  shewn  by  Xenophon  in  the  opening 
of  his  Cyropcedia  (p.  3.  ed.  Leuncl.) ;  where,  speaking  of 
Cyrus,  he  says  :  etfxe%J/a fj,e6a  rig  Tore  o\jv  yewav ,  xai  rrotav  tivci  <pvdiv 
eyuv,  xai  Toiq  nvi  caibeia  va/deufoig,  See.  (Leunclavius  threw 
yew  a  into  his  margin,  and  substituted  yeveav;  but  Pollux 
expressly  says,  lib.  iii.  ^  6,  that  Isaeus  used  both  yewa  and 

1  “  Conjici  possit,  olim  lectum  esse  yi»vns  —  ac  deinde  mutatum  esse  in 
“  yitv vr.s." — N.  T.  Gr.  M atthi.e,  tom.  ii.  p.  213.  Ed.  2d.  1U04.  not. 
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ytvict.) — ikto  ttjs  yewrts  or  yew  as,  signifies  4  a£  ’  or  ‘  with’  the 
birth  (MatthisB,  Gr.  Gr.  vol.  ii.  §592/3.,  p.  915).  St.  James 
here  speaks  in  the  mind  of  the  Psalmist,  where  he  says: 
44  The  wicked  are  estranged  from  the  womb ;  as  soon  as  they 
44  are  born ,  they  go  about  and  speak  lies.”  The  strong  hyper¬ 
bole  of  the  reading  ytmr,z,  does  not  accord  with  the  sobriety 
of  the  apostle’s  discourse;  though  it  accords  well  with  the 
intellectual  character  of  the  clouded  ages  which  deduced  it 
from  ytwuz  or  ye W7i$. 


Ver.  13,  14.]  The  most  ancient  MSS.,  Vat.,  Ephr.,  and 
Alex.,  read  thus  :  fiy  6wara /,  ahe\<pot  fLou ,  cvx.7]  eXa/a$  rroi7)Saj , 
%  a fi'zeXog  tfuxa  ;  ooSe  aXuxov,  yXuxu  cro/rjtfa/  ii  dug.  The  later  copies, 
with  a  view  to  improve  this  elliptical  passage,  have  rejected 
cvde,  and  have  thus  substituted  an  Italic  insertion:  (oo rug 
ovSe/Aia  X7ty7i)  aXuxov  (xa/)  yXuxu  'TOir/Cai  vdug  :  by  which  altera¬ 
tion  of  the  words,  they  alter  the  apostle’s  proposition,  who 
did  not  mean  to  say,  44  that  no  spring  or  fountain  can  yield 
44  both  salt  water  and  fresh,”  but,  44  that  no  salt  spring  can 
44  yield  fresh  water making  4  salt  water  ’  answer  to  4  figs,' 
in  his  double  comparison,  and  4 fresh  water  ’  to  4  olives' 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  2.  Ye  covet ,  and  have  not.~\  The  words,  <povog  and 
pdovos,  are  so  frequently  confounded  in  MSS,  that  we  are  here 
to  be  governed  by  the  sense,  which  directs  us  to  read, 
\ pOovene ;  it  being  now  abundantly  manifest,  that  mere  4  re- 
4  ception  *  through  a  series  of  equivocal  channels,  can  impart 
no  binding  authority. 

Ver.  4.  Ye  adulteresses /]  The  most  ancient  MS.  (Vat.) 
reads  only  /j,oi%ci\ides — ‘  adulteresses ;  which  compilation  the 
later  copyists  not  apprehending,  they  have  added,  4  adulterers 
4  and  *  St.  James  shews,  in  the  following  context,  that  he 
speaks  under  the  ancient  prophetic,  and  also  evangelical, 
figure,  which  represents  the  church  to  be  under  conjugal  rela¬ 
tions  to  God,  as  his  bride ;  and  therefore,  those  who  are  un¬ 
faithful  to  him  in  it,  as  adulteresses.  To  the  4  twelve  tribes'  to 
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whom  this  Epistle  was  specially  addressed,  the  figure  under 
which  the  apostle  speaks,  was  thoroughly  familiar.  They  all 
knew  the  upbraiding  parable  in  Hosea,  iii.  1,  “Go,  love  a 
“  woman  beloved  of  her  friend,  yet  an  adulteress ,  according  to 
“  the  love  of  the  Lord  toward  the  children  of  Israel,  who  took 
“  to  other  gods  .”  But,  the  figure  was  strange  and  inappre¬ 
hensible  to  the  Greek  Christians,  through  whose  hands  the 
Epistle  has  been  transmitted  to  us ;  they  therefore  took 
‘  adulteresses  *  in  its  common  meaning,  and,  concluding  that 
the  apostle  could  not  intend  to  exempt  ‘  adulterers  ’  from  his 
reproach,  inserted  i^tyju  xai. 

Ver.  5.  desireth,  even  to  jealousy ,  &c.]  This  is  not  a 
verbal  quotation,  but  a  reference  to  the  gracious  affection 
expressed  in  the  preceding  passage  of  Hosea,  and  to  those 
repeated  declarations  of  the  ancient  Scriptures,  “  The  Lord 
“  thy  God  is  a  jealous  God.- — Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy 
“  God  with  all  thy  heart ,  &c.” 

Ib.  which  he  hath  caused  to  dwell ]  xaryxiaiv,  as  in  the 
Vat.  and  Alex.  MSS. ;  not  xcltuixtiw,  as  in  the  received  text, 
which  is  only  an  itacism  of  the  former.  (See  Pref.  p.  61.) 

Ib.  wherefore ,  he  bestoweth  the  greater  grace.]  The  whole 
context  imports  thus:  “Ye  adulteresses  {in  religion)^  know 
“  ye  not,  that  the  love  of  the  world  is  hatred  of  God  ;  who- 
“  soever,  therefore,  will  be  a  lover  of  the  world,  becomes  an 
“  hater  of  God.  Or,  think  ye  that  the  Scripture  saitb  in 
“  vain,  that  be  desireth,  even  to  jealousy,  the  spirit  he  hath 
“  implanted  in  us?  Wherefore,  he  bestoweth  the  greater 
“grace:”  that  is,  “to  attract  and  keep  us  faithful  to 
“  himself.” 

Ver.  13.  thy  neighbour .]  The  Vat.  and  Alex.  MSS.,  and 
the  earliest  versions,  read  rov  n\r,<nov ;  not,  rov  ertgov,  with  the 
junior  and  rec.  texts. 


CHAPTER  V. 


Ver.  12.  under  judgment]  l*o  xgtmv: — Although  so  great 
a  multitude  of  the  later  copies,  cited  by  Wetstein  and  Birch, 
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read  a;  utroxoituv — 4  into  hypocrisy the  most  ancient  read,  vto 
x|/<r/v,  which  reading  the  rec.  text  correctly  preserves. 

Ver.  14.  when  they  have  anointed  him  with  oil.']  We  are 
not  to  understand  this  passage  as  instituting,  or  enjoining,  a 
ceremony  of  extreme  unction.  The  object  of  the  injunction 
lies  wholly  in  the  words,  KgoavZasdojoav  tv  rw  ovopart —  *  let  them 
‘  pray  over  him  in  the  Name ;  and  only  directs  the  qualifica¬ 
tion  of  a  practice  already  prevailing.  Thus,  in  Mark,  vi.  13, 
“  They  anointed  with  oil  many  that  were  sick,  and  healed 
“  them;”  there  is  no  ground  whatever  for  assuming,  with 
Macknight,  that  “  our  Lord  appointed  the  rite  of  anointing 
“  with  oil,  when  he  gave  commission  to  his  disciples  to  heal 
“  the  sick.”  It  was  an  existing  Jewish  custom,  indifferent 
in  itself,  and  therefore  suffered  to  continue.  The  words 
properly  import,  “  If  any  one  among  you  is  ill,  let  him  call 
“  to  him  the  elders  (or  ordained  ministers)  of  the  church  ; 
“  and,  when  they  have  anointed  him  with  oil  (aXti^avrtg),  let 
“  them  pray  over  him  in  the  Name.” 

lb.  The  Name  by  which  ye  are  called .]  The  Vat.  INIS, 
reads,  tv  rw  ovo/x an  only,  without  the  addition  of  Kup/ou,  or 
Itjo-ou.  The  ellipsis  is  supplied  in  ch.  ii.  7,  ro  tmy.Xr,0sv  tfi 
v,aag.  The  term,  ro  ovo,aa —  ‘  the  Xante,'  was  used  absolutely 
by  the  Jews,  under  the  old  dispensation,  to  signify  the  name 
Jehovah;  St.  Janies  so  uses  it  here,  to  signify  1  the  Name ’ 
in  which,  under  the  new  dispensation,  the  apostles  were 
commanded  to  baptise  all  nations,  namely,  rov  trargog,  y.ai  rov 
viov,  y.ai  rov  ayiov  rrvtv/iarog-—‘  of  the  Father ,  and  of  the  Son , 
‘  and  of  the  Holy  Spirit /  This  St.  James  calls,  ro  y.aXov  ovo/xa 
— ‘  that  good  Name,’  as  Closes,  under  the  old  Covenant, 
called  the  name  Jehovah ,  ro  ovo/xa  ro  £vt//xov,  ro  Qaviiasrov — 
*  this  glorious  and  fearful  name/  (Deut.  xxviii.  58.  See 
Annot.  to  Matt,  xxviii.  19,  p.  185.) 

Ver.  15.  shall  save  the  sick,  and  the  Lord  will  raise  him 
up.]  It  is  surprising,  that  the  words  own,  and  tytou,  should 
have  been  so  long  understood  with  relation  to  disease ,  and 
to  the  sich-bed ;  as  if  a  promise  of  perpetual  recovery 
from  illness ,  by  means  of  prayer,  was  in  the  mind  of  the 
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apostle;  who,  on  the  contrary,  designed  this  assurance  for 
the  consolation  of  the  death-bed.  Those  words  are  to  be 
understood  in  the  far  more  important  senses  in  which  our 
Lord  said ;  n X0ov  ha,  ffuau  rov  xoapov — c  I  came  to  save  the 
4  world  and,  ctwerrisu  aurov  tv  tt}  itsyary  — 4  I  will  raise 
4  him  up  in  the  last  day.’  John,  vi.  39,  40,  44,  53. 


I.  P  E  T  E  tt. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  II.  the  Spirit  within  them.]  to  tv  avrois  emu, aa  :  —  So 
reads  the  most  ancient  MS. ;  the  more  recent  have  added „ 
Xgttjrov — *  of  Christy  which  Scholz  retains. 

Ver.  21.  from  the  heart.]  tx  xagdias :  —  So  read  the  Vat. 
and  Alex.  MSS.  The  later  MSS.  have  thought  to  add  force 
by  supplying  xaQagas — ‘  pure ;  but,  ex  xafiias  comprehends 
every  enforcement. 

Ver.  23.  all  its  glory.]  rraffa  8o?a  avrris ,  sc.  rns  tfagxog;  :  — 
So  read  the  Vat.,  Ephr.t  and  Alex.  MSS.  A  later  philopo- 
nist  has  substituted  avOgwrov,  for  avrris;  which  is  become  the 
reading  of  the  Const,  and  received  texts,  and  i9  retained  by 
Matthaei :  Scholz  has  restored  a vrr,s. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  2.  grow  up  to  salvation.]  iva  tv  a urp  avgjj ffijre  as 
curr,£iav: — This  is  the  uniform  reading  of  every  most  ancient 
authority,  viz.  the  Codd.  Vat.,  Ephr.,  Alex.,  the  numerous 
MSS.  cited  by  Wetstein ;  the  Codd.  Vat.  367,  1210;  Pio - 
Vat.  50 ;  Vind.  34,  cited  by  Birch  ;  the  Latin ,  both  the  Syr., 
the  Copt.,  and  Ethiop.  versions.  It  is  so  cited  by  Clemens 
of  Alex.,  Origen,  Cyrill,  and  Jerom.  The  words,  as  <furT,pav 
— ‘  to  salvation have,  however,  lapsed  from  the  junior  MSS., 
and  are,  therefore,  not  found  in  the  rec.  or  Const,  texts.  The 
Latin  has,  *  in  salutem,'  which  was,  therefore,  rendered  by 
Wiclif,  *  wexe  into  heelthe .'  The  revisers  of  Wiclif,  however, 
rejected  the  words,  on  the  authority  of  Erasmus,  whose  first 
edition  formed  the  basis  of  the  received  text;  and  who,  in 
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excluding  them  from  his  text,  say 9,  “  Haec  duo  verba,  ‘  in 
“  *  salutem,’  non  reperio  in  Greeds  exemplar  ibus."  But, 
Erasmus  was  able  to  consult  only  eight  junior  MSS.  (Marsh, 
not.  Mich.  Introd.  vol.  ii.  p.  846) ;  and  was  unacquainted 
with  all  the  ancient,,  and  other  numerous  authorities  above 
cited ;  all  which  have  successively  come  to  light,  during  the 
ages  that  have  followed  his  departure.  Scholz  has  duly  re¬ 
stored  tig  aurqgtctv. 

Ver.  3.  that  the  Lord  i9  gracious.]  yjp jovog : — This  word, 
cited  from  Ps.  xxxiv.  8,  of  the  Septuagint,  has  been  corrupted 
into  Xg/arog  in  numerous  MSS.,  and  is  so  cited  by  ancient 
Christian  writers.  (See  Annot.  to  Philipp,  i.  21.) 

Ver.  8.  by  disbelieving.']  The  Vat.  MS.  reads  a-norroumg, 
not  amiQowrzs.  Scholz  has  not  noticed  this  various  reading. 

Ver.  24,  25.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads  these  verses  thus:  — 
ou  rw  iLtoXwxt  Kt6i)rt.  'Xlg  vgtfia ra  crXavw/z.svo/,  aXX',  &C.  The 
later  copies  have  introduced  the  Hebraic  avrou,  after  /iwXwcr/, 
which  is  not  found  in  the  most  andent  copies;  they  have 
also,  not  unreasonably,  repeated  titb  from  tafirjrt,  to  supply 
the  ellipsis,  which,  however,  is  obviously  understood ;  and 
they  have  added  the  copulative  yog  after  7jrt. 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  3,  4.  womanhood.]  As  avdgwer eg,  in  the  concrete ,  de¬ 
notes  both  man  and  woman  ;l  so,  in  the  abstract ,  it  denotes 
either  manhood  or  womanhood ,  according  to  the  sex  to  which 
it  is  applied.  (See  Annot.  to  2  Cor.  iv.  16.)  The  order  of 
construction  of  this  involved  paragraph,  i9  thi9 :  m  avOgumg 
t<rruf  o\jyj  i  xocpog  e^tXoxtjs  ryyuv  xai  myketwg  xgvacuv, 

7i  tvSuatug  i/iarmv  aXX’  6  xguirr og  (sub.  xodftog)  rijg  xagSiag  tv  rw 
apQagrw  rou  rrgot.tog  xai  jjffu^/ou  Tvevparog. —  We  are  clearly  to 

*  “  De  dictione  avS^ure;  observandum,  quod  aliquando  6ignificat  ftsminam, 
“  licet  Twins :  D.  Halic.  yt/^vnv  tjj»  atfyuirov  <${/*.  (ViGEa,  c.  iii.  §  2.)”—“  Non 
“  adeo  raro;  exempla  enim  passim  otma.”_(HoooE veen's  note,  where  see 
his  examples.) 
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understand  xoc^og — ‘  adornment,  not  ayfiguvot,  after  xgwcros : 
6  xgwrrog  being  opposed  to  6  i^wQtv ;  and  uv  tam,  looking  for¬ 
ward  to  avQgwrog  for  its  nominative  case,  though  placed  at 
the  end  of  the  sentence. 

i 

Ver.  7.  female  vessel."]  The  order  of  construction  is  the 
reverse  of  the  order  of  the  words,  arrove/iovreg  rtf)  ywouxtio) 
fa-jit,  ug  aoOtviaregtf).  For  (Txeue/,  see  Annot.  to  1  Thess.  iii.  17. 

Ver.  8.  be  lowly-minded.]  ramm^iwig :  this  is  the  reading 
of  all  the  most  ancient  authorities.  The  junior  copies  have 
substituted  tptXixpgovzg,  which  double  reading  has  caused  one 
MS.  (40  Wetst.)  to  read,  tpiXora^emip^oveg.  The  Latin  has 
*  kumiles /  from  whence  Wiclif,  *  meke /  His  revisers,  fol¬ 
lowing  Erasmus,  who  was  inscient  of  those  ancient  authori¬ 
ties,  and  whose  text  was  taken  from  the  more  recent  Const. 
text  whenever  he  departed  from  the  Latin  Vulgate,  has 
rendered  4  courteous /  from  tpi\o<pgoveg  adopted  by  Erasmus, 
who  thus  expresses  himself :  “  oipgoveg,  quod  magis  sonat 
"  affabilem  et  humanum.  —  Porro,  quod  in  nostris  additur 
“  ‘  hum iles/  opinor  adjectum  ab  eo  qui  volebat  interpretari 
“  ‘  modestiam nec  enim  addebatur  in  utroque  Codice  Dona- 
(i  tiani.”  Yet,  it  is  the  uniform  reading  of  the  Codd.Vci., 
Ephr .,  Alex.)  Vatt.  367,  1210;  of  the  minor  MSS.  cited  by 
Wetstein,  and  of  the  Syr.,  Copt.,  and  Ethiop.  versions;  all 
of  which  were  unknown  to  Erasmus.  Matthaei  has  a  very 
long  note  on  the  readings  of  this  passage,  and  concludes  by 
observing — “  ra.xavopgmg  probaturus  fuissem,  si/jfos  prasidii 
“  esset  huic  lectioni  in  codicibus.”  His  devotion  to  the  Con - 
stantinopolitan  text,  his  pride  in  his  Moscow  MSS.,  and 
his  coarse  and  bitter  hostility  to  Griesbach,  have  conspired 
to  cloud  and  pervert  his  critical  judgment ;  and  to  disable 
him  from  discerning,  that  there  was  ‘ plus  prasidii'  in  the 
authorities  which  he  rejects,  than  in  all  he  could  adduce 
from  his  libraries  in  Moscow. 

Ver.  14.  Sanctify  the  Lord  Christ.]  AH  the  most  ancient 
authorities  read  Xphttov,  not  ©eoy,  in  this  place. 

Ver.  20.  When  the  long-suffering  of  God  waited.]  a 
Uytro : — So  read  all  the  most  ancient  MSS.  This  word  has 


452 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  IV. 


been  corrupted,  in  the  junior  MSS.,  into  cixu.%  edeyero,  and 
dcra£  e^eSeyeTo,  which  last  became  the  received  reading.  Our 
revisers,  deferring  to  Erasmus’s  judgment  —  “suspicor  legen- 
u  dum  fuisse  a ca*  egedeyero,"  have  so  interpreted  —  u once 
“  waited.”  Matthsi,  however,  correctly  restored  the  reading 
to  axegedeyer o;  as  have  also  Bloomfield  and  Scholz,  in  their 
recent  editions. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  1.  Christ  hath  suffered  in  the  flesh.]  Xparov  ow  traQov- 
Tog  ffagxi :  —  So  reads  the  Vat.  MS. ;  the  later  copies  have 
inserted,  ce^/  r^m — 1  for  us,*  very  inconsiderately;  for,  the 
apostle  is  not  speaking  with  relation  to  the  propitiatory  effect 
of  Christ’s  suffering;  but,  to  the  simple  fact  of  his  having 
endured  suffering,  which  he  holds  out  as  an  example  and 
encouragement  for  our  doing  the  same. 

Ver.  3.]  The  translation  of  this  verse  in  our  English  ver¬ 
sion,  demands  particular  attention.  It  is  given  thus  :  “  The 
“  time  past  of  our  life  may  suffice  us — when  we  walked  in  — 
“  abominable  idolatries.*'  Now,  the  Greek  has  nothing  that 
answers  to  our ,  us,  or  we ;  nor  could  it  have,  for  the  writer 
was  born  a  Jew,  in  nation  and  in  religion.  The  Latin  renders 
the  Greek  correctly  :  “  sufficit  prsteritum  tempus — his  qui — 
“  ambulaverunt  in  —  illicitis  idoloruin  cultibus.**  Wiclif,  as 
correctly,  translated  from  the  Latin  :  “  the  time  that  is  passid 
“  is  ynow  to  the  wille  of  hethene  men  to  he  ended — whiche 
“  walkiden  in — unleeful  worschiping  of  mawmetis  (idols, 
“  Gloss.)**  From  whence,  then,  did  his  revisers  derive  the 
preposterous  suggestion  of  making  St.  Peter  identify  himself 
with  idolaters?  From  Erasmus’s  inconsiderate  alteration  of 
the  Vulg.  Latin  :  viz.  “  sat  enim  est  nobis  quod  anteacto  vitee 
u  tempore — versaremur — in  nefariis  simulacrorum  cultibus.** 
What  needless  and  fruitless  pains  this  verse  has  given  to  the 
commentators,  may  be  seen  in  Bloomfield’s  note. 

Ver.  14.]  The  last  clause  of  this  verse  in  the  rec.  text, 
and  consequently  in  our  version ,  is  unknown  to  the  most 
ancient  authorities,  MSS.  (Vat.  and  Alex.),  and  versions. 
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Ver.  16.  a  Christian — let  him  glorify  God  in  that  name .] 
See  Annot.  to  Acts,  xi.  *25,  pp.  304,  305. 

Ib.  in  that  name.]  tv  rp  ovofian  rovry :  —  So  read  the  Vat . 
and  Alex.,  and  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions.  The 
junior  copies  have  substituted  itt?u,  for  ovo/xar/.  The  Latin 
has  4  isto  nomine’  and  Wiclif,  4  in  this  name Cut  Erasmus, 
in  his  novelty  and  paucity  of  MSS.,  found  only  th t  junior 
reading,  iaiqu  ;  and  lie  embraced  it  as  an  important  detection, 
rendering  ‘  in  parte  hac in  deference  to  whom  our  revisers 
rejected  Wiclif  s  correct  ‘  in  this  name  and  erroneously  sub¬ 
stituted,  *  on  this  behalf:'  it  is  surprising  that  Scholz  has 
retained  ptoet. 

Ver.  18.  if  the  justified]  dtxcuos,  in  the  evangelical  sense 
(as  has  been  observed,  Pref.  p.  81,  and  Annot.  to  l  John, 
iii.  7),  i9  equivalent  to  dixctiuOti;.  This  sense  is  forcibly  shewn 
by  the  words,  fioXig  — ‘scarcely  saved;  which  imply  a 

bare  and  hazardous  acquittal,  not  a  secure  and  rightful  claim 
to  such  verdict.  It  is  strange,  that  any  one  should  consider 
this  awful  and  unrestricted  implication  to  be  confined  to 
“  temporal  persecution.” 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  3  of  the  common  text.]  The  whole  of  this  verse  is 
absent  from  the  Vat.  IMS.,  and  from  that  MS.  only.  44  Totus 
“  versus  deest  in  Vat.  1209.”  (Bircii,  p.  92.)  —  44  Deest  totus 
44  hie  versus,  in  Cod.  Vat."  (Bentley.)  This  fact  will  tend 
much  to  reveal  the  true  quality  of  that  ancient  document. 
There  is,  in  this  verse,  an  inherent  blot  that  points  it  out  for 
suspicion;  which  blot  lies  in  the  word  x/.qgw,  a  word  not 
U9ed,  in  the  age  of  the  apostles,  in  any  sense  interpretable  in 
this  place.  44  Primitus  (says  Cotelerius,  Patres  Apostol. 
44  tom.  i.  p.396,  not.  1.  Ed.  Cler.)  de  sorte  ac  sortitione  usur- 
44  pata  vox  k/.7(9oj  ;  postea ,  ad  multa  quze  sortito  ob  tinge  bant 
“  suam  significationem  extendit ;  ad  dignitatem,  locum,  nu- 
44  merum,  ordinem,  possessionem,  aliaque.  Atque  hie  (sc. 
44  in  Constit.  Apostol.)  y.Xrigoi  sunt,  vel  speciatim,  ordines  et 
44  gradus  Clcricorum ;  vel  generatini,  loca  Christianorum, 


454 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  V. 


“  inter  Clericos ,  Laicos ;  stantes,  lapsos  ;  virgines,  viduas,” 
&c.  The  former  of  these  senses,  was  that  attached  to  the 
word  xXj;gos,  ‘ primituSy  or  in  the  age  of  the  apostles;  the 
latter,  was  the  sense  to  which  the  word  was  extended  after¬ 
ward,  ( postea*  or  in  a  later  age.  The  Latin  renders  it, 
(  in  cleris ,*  a  rendering  correct  as  to  the  Greek,  but  in  itself 
sufficiently  suspicious :  Wiclif  accordingly  rendered,  1  the 
‘  clergie .’  This  word,  in  this  place,  has  continually  per¬ 
plexed  the  expositors.  Erasmus  observed  in  his  note,  “  Cleros 
“  vocat,  non  diaconos  aut  presbyteros,  sed  gregem  qui  cuique 
“  forte  contigit  gubernandus.”  Our  revisers,  partaking  of 
the  general  perplexity,  have  adventured  to  adopt  Erasmus's 
suggestion,  and  to  alter  Wiclif’s  ‘  clergie ,*  to  *  heritage 
most  unwarrantably  adding  ‘  God's,*  in  Italics.  Now,  all 
that  perplexity  is  shewn  to  be  without  a  reasonable  cause, 
by  the  fact,  that  the  verse  or  sentence  in  question  had  no 
place  or  existence  in  the  most  ancient  text  to  which  we  can 
refer;  and,  therefore,  that  it  had  its  origin  in  an  age  long 
posterior  to  the  age  of  the  apostle,  and  when  xX^os  had 
acquired  its  new  and  technical  signification  in  the  church. 
It  is,  therefore,  an  artful  interpolation,  critically  demon¬ 
strated,  however  good  the  precept  may  be  which  it  contains. 

Ver.  11.  the  church  in  Babylon.]  n  Ba /3uXa>v/.  The 
general  partiality  of  mankind  for  the  obscure  and  mysterious, 
has  induced  those  qualities  on  this  clause ;  as  it  has  done 
on  many  others.  We  have  already  seen  (Annot.  to  Matt, 
xxiv.  p.  170),  that,  in  the  first  ages  of  Christianity,  when 
the  church  had  spread  far  eastward  in  Asia,  Babylon  was  a 
metropolitan  see.  It  is  to  be  simply  inferred,  from  this 
passage,  that  St.  Peter  wrote  this  epistle  from  Babylon, 
while  visiting,  with  his  attendant  Mark,  the  infant  churches 
connected  with  that  see,  of  which  he  was  probably  the 
founder.  The  word  6xxX?j<57a —  *  church ,’  is  not  expressed  in 
the  Greek  MSS.,  though  the  Vulgate  supplies  1  ecclesia the 
construction  appears  to  be,  r,  (gxxX7j<y/a)  ev  B a/3uX&w,  tfi;vexX?jT?7 
(bfiiv)  aova^trai  — ‘  the  ( church )  that  is  in  Babylon, 

*  chosen  together  {with  you)f  saluteth  you.’ 
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Ver.  1.  Of  out  God,  and  of  (our)  Saviour  Jesus  Christ .] 
row  Qeov  7i/luv,  xai  aurriPog  Ijjffou  X^orou  :  —  So  read  all  the  MSS., 
ancient  and  recent ,  except  two  junior  MSS.,  which  read 
Kug/ou  for  ©sou.  “  On  what  authority  our  translators  have 
“  rendered  this,  1  of  God ,  and  our  Saviour  Jesus  Christ / 
li  I  know  not  (says  Macknight).  Perhaps  they  pointed  the 
“  Greek  thus :  r.  0.,  % 7.  x.  <s.  1.  x.  But,  the  propriety  of  the 
“  language  does  not  admit  of  that  punctuation.”  “  The 
“  masterly  note  (says  Bloomfield)  in  justification  of  the 
“  rendering,  4  our  God  and  Saviour  *  by  Bp.  Middleton, 
“  proves,  that  the  passage  is  plainly  and  unequivocally  to 
“  be  understood  as  an  assumption,  that  Jesus  Christ  1  is 
*  our  God  and  Saviour.'  ”  The  Latin  has,  *  Dei  nostri 
‘  et  Servatoris  Jesu  Christi ;  and  Wiclif,  ‘  oure  God  and 
1  Savyour  Jesus  Crist  *  But  Erasmus,  in  his  note,  threw 
out  the  following  alternatives:  “  Si  conjunction  legas,  intel- 
“  ligetur,  Christus  et  Deus  et  Servator  dictus  Petro :  Sin 
“  divisim,  *  Dei*  pertinebit  ad  Patrem  ;  4  Servatoris*  ad 
“  Christum.”  This  proffered  division  of  Erasmus,  our  re¬ 
visers  accepted  from  his  authority,  and  chose  the  latter  alter¬ 
native.  It  is  now  to  be  inquired,  whether  they  were  justified 
in  so  doing.  Though  the  import  insisted  on  by  those  earnest 
commentators  is,  no  doubt,  doctrinally  true,  yet,  the  true 
construction  of  the  passage  does  not  rest  on  that  truth  of 
doctrine ,  but  on  soundness  of  interpretation.  Let  us,  there¬ 
fore,  review  this  form  of  association,  in  the  several  places 
where  it  occurs  in  other  places. 

Rom.  i.  7.  .  .  euro  0«ow  ILtrg**  Kftut,  itcti  Kvgiow  I.  X. 

1  Cor.  i.  3.  .  .  idem. 

2  Cor.  i.  2.  .  .  idem. 

Gal.  i.  3.  .  .  .  (tTTO  Oeov  KXl  Kv£H>V  nfAOif  I.  X. 
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Eph.  i.  2.  .  .  U.7T6  Qtov  ILg-rgo?  ipatp  xxi  Kvgtov  1.  X. 

Philipp,  i.  2.  .  idem. 

Coloss.  i.  2.  .  «5to  Qtov  IIctTgo?  tifta*  (  Vat.  MS.) 

1  Thess.  i.  1.  .  tv  Qta>  ITargi,  xxi  Kv^tu  I.  X. 

2  Thess.  i.  1.  .  tv  Qta>  XIxt^i  *if*avr  xxt  I.  X. 

1  Tim.  i.  1,2.  xiro  Xlargof,  Kcti  X.  I.  rao  Kw^/dt>  »f*wv. 

2  Tim.  i.  2.  .  idem. 

Titus,  1.  4.  .  .  x fro  Qtov  IIxTgo$p  xxi  Kvgiev  I.  X.  tov  ff-o»nj£o?  iifta/t. 

Philem.  in.  .  .  i *7to  Qtov  Tlxr^of  »ftvv,  xxi  Kvgiov  I.  X. 

2  Pet.  1.  1,2.  tov  Qtov  l\fiav  xxi  o-cut I.  X. 

Now,  if  we  compare  these  several  associations,  we  can  hardly 
fail  to  perceive,  that  they  all  intend  to  distribute  themselves 
in  the  same  manner,  although  there  is  the  ellipsis  of  a  second 
7)fiu )vt  in  the  expression  of  St.  Peter,  in  this  last  place.  Had 
the  apostle  intended  here  to  say,  as  Macknight  and  Bloom¬ 
field  maintain,  1  our  God  and  Saviour  J.  C.,’  he  would  surely 
have  said,  tov  Qeov  xai  acun 300$  rifiuv  I.  X. ;  and  then  the  Father 
would  not  have  been  included  in  the  sentence,  who  is,  never¬ 
theless,  included  in  all  the  preceding  forms.  This  is  not  a 
question  of  doctrine ,  but  of  true  and  correct  interpretation. 
A  forced  and  artful  interpretation  can  administer  no  lasting 
support  to  doctrine ;  but  casts  on  it  a  suspicious  character, 
by  the  manifest  violence  exercised  to  defend  it.  The  doc¬ 
trine,  which  those  zealous  commentators  were  anxious  to 
confirm  by  their  joint  efforts  on  this  text,  needed  not  those 
exertions ;  since  it  pervades  the  whole  Gospel-Covenant,  and 
constitutes  its  entire  foundation.  Precipitate  and  ill-consi¬ 
dered  advocacy,  acts  hostilely  to  every  cause.  In  this  verse, 
the  sacred  writer  meant  to  convey  the  sense  to  which  our 
revisers  (whose  orthodoxy  cannot  be  questioned)  have  been 
guided  by  Erasmus,  viz.  u  the  justification  of  our  God,  and 
“  of  our  Saviour  J.  C.” 

Ver.  10.  to  make  your  calling ,  also  a  sure  choosing. \ 
“  Many  (says  our  Lord)  are  called ,  but  few  are  chosen  the 
apostle,  therefore,  urges  those  who  have  already  been  called , 
to  strive  earnestly  that  they  may  eventually  be  choseny  which 
will  not  follow  as  a  thing  of  course.  The  calling ,  is  in  this 
life;  the  choosing ,  is  to  be  transacted  in  the  next  (Matt, 
xiii.  39-49);  until  when,  we  are  to  endeavour  earnestly 
to  insure  it.  The  order  of  construction  is  this  :  <rcro vhaearz 
xoitieOut  77)v  x>//; ffiv  rlt(L(jjVj  y.ai  jSsfiatuv  £y.).oy/)v. 
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Ver.  12.  I  shall  always  he  careful .]  All  the  most  ancient 
MSS.  read  affirmatively,  fieXwu ;  th ejun.  MSS.  have  changed 
the  phrase  to  oux  a/aeXjjtfw. 

Ver.  21.  hut  men ,  moved  by  the  H.  S.,  spake  from  God.~\ 
The  Vat.  MS.  reads  simply,  t\a\rtfav  ctvo  ©sou  avQpuffoi :  the 
succeeding  copies  have  variously  introduced  ayiot — 1  holy,’ 
viz.  ano  ©sou  uyioi  avtlg. —  ctyioi  rou  0.  avfig.  —  uytoi  0.  avdg. —  oi 
ay iot  ©.  avdg. ;  which  last  is  the  commonly  received  reading. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  2.  their  corruptions .]  a<se\yeiaig  : — The  preponder¬ 
ating  testimonies  of  antiquity  for  the  genuineness  of  this 
reading,  have  caused  Bloomfield  to  adopt  it  into  his  text;  to 
the  rejection  of  the  reading  of  the  rec.  text,  airuXeiui;. 

Ver.  4.  to  be  kept  in  chains .]  at /go/g — rra^buxtv  r»jg?j^Evoug : 
—  Vat.  MS. :  —  the  junior  texts  have  inserted,  s/g  xgiciv — ‘  for 
‘ judgment .’ 

Ver.  5.  Noah — with  seven  others.]  The  Greek  phrase, 
oy8oov  Nwe,  cannot  be  literally  rendered  in  our  English  phrase¬ 
ology  ;  the  *  octavum  Noe  ’  of  the  Latin,  which  Wiclif  ren¬ 
dered  *  the  cigthe  man,  and  his  revisers  ‘  the  eighth  person ,’ 
is  too  exotic  an  idiom  to  adapt  itself  to  our  usage  of  speech ; 
and  must,  therefore,  be  interpreted  by  a  periphrasis.  We 
should  supply  an  ellipsis  of  aurov  after  oySoov : — “  aurog  is  often 
“  used  after  ordinal  numbers,  to  shew  that  one  person  with 
“  several  others ,  whose  number  is  less  by  one  than  the  number 
“  mentioned ,  has  done  something.  Thuc.  i.  46,  o  EuduxXgoug, 
“  rre/irTTog  aurog,  ‘  with  four  others.’  Xen.  II.  Gr.  ii.  2.  17, 
“  auTox.Da.rojg,  btxarog  aurog,  ‘ with  seven  others.'” — (Matthi.®, 
Gr.  Gr.  ^  472,  12.)  So  here,  oyhoov  (aurov)  Nwe — ‘  Noah, 
‘  with  seven  others' 

Ver.  6.  condemned — by  reducing  them  to  ashes.]  repwaag 
xarexgmv : — So  reads  the  Vat.  MS.:  the  junior  copies  have 
here  intruded  xaraargopr, —  ‘  with  an  overthrow.' 
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Ver.  10.  9peak  evil  of  dignities.']  do%ag :  (do^a.  <pwn,  ripy. 
Hesych.)  —  The  Lat.  Vulg.  here  reads,  {  sectas  non  metuunt 
‘  introducer e  blasphemantes interpreting  h^ag,  ‘  sectas  ,y  and 
supplying  the  sense  of  eisayayuv ;  which  is  totally  destitute 
of  authority  from  Greek  MSS. 

Ver.  13.  suffering  the  reward  of  their  iniquity.]  The  Vat. 
or  most  ancient  MS.,  and  that  alone,  reads,  udntovpem  /iisdov 
admag.  The  received ,  or  Const,  text,  has  changed  adir.ovfievoi 
to  xopmfitm ;  and  Matthsei,  quoting  the  former  reading  from 
the  Vat.  MS.,  says,  “  ahixov/ievoi,  sine  sensu  ex  proximo  adixiag, 
ft  Vat.  1209.  seu  B.  v.  Birch/’  This  bold,  but  indiscreet  in¬ 
terpreter  of  the  Vat.  MS.  (see  Pref.  p.  31,  note  2)  must,  in 
consistency,  have  extended  the  same  censure  to  the  Greek  of 
.ZEschine9,  where  he  says,  ro  isov  a&x^a  adixeirat  ( Steph .  Th. 
tom.  i.  p.  1007.  Ed.Valpy,  tom.  iii.  p.3344),  t pari  afficitur 
‘  injuria ;  yet,  the  latter  sentence  confirms  the  former. 

Ver.  18.  them  that  had  somewhat  escaped.]  oXiyug: — So 
read  the  Vat.  and  Alex.  MSS.,  and  the  most  ancient  versions ; 
not  ovrug ,  as  in  the  rec.  text.  The  Latin  has  ' pauluhtm,  and 
Wiclif,  *  scapen  a  litle.’  His  revisers  unfortunately  preferred 
the  authority  of  the  only  MS.  texts  which  they  knew,  and 
rendered  ‘  clean  escaped  ;*  although  Erasmus,  who  knew  no 
MS.  reading  but  ovrug ,  shrewdly  conjectured,  from  the  Latin 
‘  paululum’  that  the  true  reading  was  oXiyug  :  “  Mihi  proba- 
“  bilius  fit,  pro  ovrug,  interprets  exemplar  habuisse  oXiyug , 
“  aut  certe  ovrug ;  nam  hoc  adverbium  frequenter  habet  vim 
“  extenuandi,  quod  a  veteribus  annotatum  est.”  The  apostle 
intends,  those  who  had  4  somewhat  or  in  some  degree ,’  but  not 
4  clean  or  altogether ,’  escaped  from  the  power  of  deceivers. 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  10.  as  a  thief.]  The  junior  MSS.  add  here,  tv  wxn — 
*  in  the  night  j  which  addition  is  not  found  in  the  most  ancient 
MS.  and  versions.  Dr.  Bloomfield  marks  the  two  words  as 
doubtfuly  on  the  authority  of  44  several  MSS.  and  versions.” 
Had  the  learned  annotator  cited  the  MSS.  by  reference  to 
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their  antiquity ,  rather  than  to  their  number ,  it  would  be  seen, 
that  the  addition  was  an  interpolation  of  some  later  philo- 
ponist;  who  thought  thus  to  improve,  enforce,  and  complete 
the  warning  of  the  apostle,  by  borrowing  from  1  Thess.  iv.  8, 
of  this  Revision. 

Ib.  the  earth  also ;  and  the  works  that  are  in  it  will  be 
discovered.]  tvge^utrai :  —  So  reads  the  most  ancient  MS.  (as 
also  the  Oxford  MS.,  29  Wetst.)  St.  Peter  speaks  here  to 
the  same  point  as  St.  Paul,  in  1  Cor.  iii.  12-15 :  u  The  work 
i(  of  each  will  be  made  manifest  —  <pavtgov  yevijtera/ : — for  the 
“  day  will  expose  it  —  —  because  it  will  be  revealed,  as 

“  by  fire.’'  St.  Peter  uses  the  word  evgeQijserai  in  a  judicial 
sense,  equivalent  to  the  p uvsgov  ytvnstrui  of  St.  Paul.  From 
a  dulness  to  apprehend  the  intention  of  eugefysera/  in  this 
place,  it  was  changed  for  a  repetition  of  xaraxcojtfera/,  which 
the  preceding  context  rendered  superfluous.  Matthsei,  fas¬ 
cinated  by  his  Moscow  or  Constant.  MSS.,  and  resolutely 
begging  the  question,  that  xaraxajj^ra/  was  the  genuine  and 
primitive  reading;  in  order  to  preserve  it,  adventured  the 
fanciful  conjecture,  that  some  one  had,  first,  exchanged  that 
word  for  ou%  evgefassrai,  from  which  conjectured  reading  the 
ov%  afterwards  lapsed,  leaving  eugefysera/  alone.  **  Haud  dubie 
“  aliquis  loco  xaraxa>j<rtra/,  posuerat  interpretationem,  ow% 
“  tvgs8T}<ftrai.”  There  is  no  reason  for  supposing  that  ov%  ever 
existed  in  the  sentence,  in  any  copy :  Matthau  himself  found 
it  in  no  MS.,  neither  Wetstein,  Birch,  Griesbach,  nor,  lastly, 
Scholz;  ouly,  in  the  Sahidic  version.  The  most  ancient  text 
is  this :  groi^tia  xcfjffo, usva.  XvQvi&rcu,  xa/  yrj,  xa/  ra  tv  uvry  tgya 
vjgt&T^trai.  It  was  in  prospect  to  that  awful  disclosure ,  that 
the  apostle  put  the  warning  and  awrakening  question  that 
immediately  follows : 

Ver.  11.  Since,  then,  all  these  things  will  thus  be  dis¬ 
solved.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads  with  ouTuig — 1  thus  ’  ’ — (t  Since 
“  (argues  the  apostle)  all  these  things  which  constitute  this 
“  visible  order  of  creation,  and  which  form  the  sole  founda- 
“  tion  and  substance  of  natural  science  and  philosophy,  in  all 
“  their  branches,  will  thus  be  dissolved,  and  cease  to  exist ; 
“  leaving  behind  them,  unimpaired,  the  moral  order ,  under 
“  which  we  ourselves  must  continue  to  subsist  eternally; 
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“  what  1  manner  of  persons'  ought  we  to  be,  to  meet  that 
u  great  crisis,  a  crisis,  in  which  all  natural  ground  will 
“  vanish  from  under  our  feet;  that  we  may  be  provided 
“  with  other  ground  on  which  we  may  at  once  step  securely 
“  and  stably,  when  the  former  shall  have  deserted  us  for 
“  ever?’*  Thus  powerfully  emblazoning,  before  our  eyes, 
the  infinite  inferiority  of  natural  to  moral ,  of  scientific  to 
religious  knowledge. 

Ver.  13.  Wherein  dwelleth  justification.']  “  Christ  (says 
“  St.  Paul)  having  been  once  offered  to  bear  our  sins,  will 
“  appear  the  second  time,  without  sin,  to  those  who  look  to 
“  Him,  through  faith,  for  salvation (Heb.  ix.  28.)  Salva¬ 
tion,  through  faith,  without  impeachment  of  sin ,  is  the 
*  justification  ’  by  which  St.  Peter  characters  the  blessed 
circumstance  of  that  new  earth.  (Heb.  ii.  5.)  St.  John  cha¬ 
racters  the  same  ‘ justification  by  a  ‘pure  and  white  raiment ,’ 
with  which  Christ  will  meet  his  ‘  justified ’  servants  on  that 
great  day  of  his  appearing,  figuratively  called  the  ‘  marriage 
‘  of  the  Lamb'  (See  Revelations,  xix.  3.) 

Ver.  15,  16.  of  these  things;  in  which  things  are  some] 
iregt  tovtuv,  ev  o/g : —  Dr.  Bloomfield  has  judiciously  adopted 
into  his  text  the  reading  o/g,  instead  of  a/g ;  although  the  latter 
reading  is  not  only  that  of  some  of  the  junior ,  but  also  of 
some  of  the  most  ancient  MSS.  The  difficulty  experienced  in 
expounding  many  parts  of  St.  Paul’s  epistles,  was  sufficient 
to  mislead  the  ancient  uncritical  copyists  and  editors,  in 
referring  the  relative  pronouns  in  this  paragraph. 
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CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  7.  Beloved.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads  aya^roi,  not 
abo.pa — *  brethren ,’  in  this  verse;  and  does  not  repeat  arf 
cco%r,$  after  rr/.ovaare,  dt  the  end  of  the  verse ;  as  it  is  found  in 
the  later  copies,  and  in  the  received  text. 

Ver.  12, 13, 14.]  “  On  the  interpretation  of  these  verses,” 
says  Dr.  Bloomfield,  “  commentators  are  somewhat  per- 
“  plexed ;  complaining  of  tautology  and  ambiguity.”  The 
tautology ,  reasonably  complained  of,  hears  internal  evidence 
of  being  that  of  a  confluence  of  two  different  readings  of  the 
same  passage,  in  their  progress  through  multiplied  transcrip¬ 
tions ;  and,  of  a  consequent  disturbance  of  the  whole  context. 
One  j\IS.  omits  the  clause  from  the  first  to  the  second  y^u 
another  omits  all  the  sentences  between  the  first  and 
second  ux  ag%r,$;  another  reads  traidia.  for  re/.v/a,  in  ver.  12; 
another  has  eyga^a  for  yg apu,  in  ver.  13.  On  closely  exa¬ 
mining  the  context,  it  seems,  that  St.  John  first  addressed 
his  Christian  readers,  collectively ,  under  the  general  compi¬ 
lation  7'cy.vKij  or  xatb/a — ‘children,’  in  imitation  of  his  divine 
Master ;  that  he  next  addressed  them,  separately  and  suc¬ 
cessively,  uuder  the  two  distinct  classes,  rraregt;,  and  na.vusx.oi 
(comp.  Annot.  to  Luke,  i.  17)  —  ‘  fathers  and  young.*  The 
two  readings  will  be  these  : 

lift!*,  TMICCt  OTl  U^tUlTOCt  ty^tttyoC  v(4l¥,  X,  OTl  %y¥0>- 

VfUY  Ctl  XftX^TICtl  S#06  TO  OVOUCt  OtVTOV.  ZCCTi  TO ¥  7T«Tf£«. 

yoettya  Vfa¥)  TTUTt^ti,  ot t  tyva-  tygecif/cc  bftiy,  TUTt^tg,  on  tyvai - 

KCtTi  a. VTO¥  CtTT  «££*)$•  KCtTi  CtVTOV  <tTT 

yf>&Qa  vitiv,  notyurxoi,  on  vevucij-  eygct'f'X  vftiv,  nxvicmot,  on  ir%v- 

KCCTt  TOV  7TO¥1\^0¥,  £ Ot  WT6,  KCCl  0  AoyO?  l¥  VfXlV 

XCtl  YtYlKClTt  TOY  7T0¥t}^0 ¥. 

Of  the  variations,  ygapw  and  eyoayp a,  Erasmus  observes  : 
“  Quod  apud  drwcos  in  postrema  particula  hahetur  ty% a^a, 
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“  quurn  in  cater  is  habeatur  ygcupu,  puto  nihil  ad  sensum 
“  referre.” 

The  identity  of  the  second  verses  and  end  of  the  third,  in 
the  two  readings,  establish  the  original  identity  of  all.  On 
comparing  the  two  readings,  the  first  claims  the  selection 
to  which  we  are  compelled  to  resort ;  both  by  its  simplicity, 
and  because  it  stands  first  in  order  in  the  context.  (See 
Pref.  p.  77.) 

Ver.  20.  But,  ye  all  know.]  The  Vat.  MS.,  and  Cod. 
Steph.  1  y.  or  9  Wetst.,  alone,  read  otban  <ru vrtg  (without  xa/) 
—  *  ye  all  know :*  the  rec.  text,  and  our  version,  read,  xa/ 
0/da.re  xuvra. — 1  and  ye  know  all  things.1  Though  Scholz  has 
retained  the  latter  reading,  the  import  conveyed  by  the  oldest 
reading  will  establish  its  genuineness. 

Ib.  that  ye  have  a  gift  from  the  Holy  One.]  In  this 
verse,  and  twice  in  ver.  27,  all  the  later  texts  read  ygtupa — 
*  unction.1  But,  in  ver.  27,  the  Vat.  MS.  reads  yugaf/j. a  • 
affording  a  critical  evidence,  that  the  reading,  ygnffiu,  has 
resulted  from  an  erroneous  apprehension  of  ygnsfia  in  com- 
pend,  which  should  be  read  yagie^a  in  all  those  places.  The 
word  ygitiL a  occurs  no  where  else  in  the  whole  sacred  volume ; 
but  yayeiMu  is  used  in  the  same  sense  by  St.  Paul,  in  many 
places,  as  in  1  Tim.  iv.  14;  2  Tim.  i.  6;  and  by  St.  Peter, 
in  1  Ep.  iv.  10. 

Ver.  23.]  The  last  clause  of  this  verse,  which  our  revisers 
have  supplied  io  Italics,  is  the  genuine  reading  of  the  Vat. 
and  all  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions ;  but  it  has  lapsed 
from  many  of  the  junior  copies,  through  the  o/u.o/orEXcvrov — 
trarega  eyei —  sra rega  zyzi.  No  reading  is  confirmed  by  stronger 
testimony ;  it  is,  therefore,  no  longer  necessary  to  print  the 
clause  in  a  different  character  from  that  of  the  body  of  the 
text,  since  it  is  no  longer  disputable. 

Ver.  29.]  See  next  chapter,  ver.  7. 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  1.  That  we  should  be  called,  and  be]  xat  ts^v: — 
all  the  most  ancient  MSS.  and  versions  read  thus ;  the  junior 
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copies  have  omitted  xai  uspev,  from  an  o/xo/oreXeuroK  of,u.ev — pev. 
Dr.  Bloomfield,  on  the  other  hand,  regards  those  words  as 
“  added  by  gloss”  If  they  had  been  found  in  the  junior 
copies,  and  not  in  the  most  ancient,  they  might  be  suspected 
to  be  a  ‘  gloss  ;  but,  since  they  are  found  in  the  most  ancient , 
and  not  in  the  more  recent ,  and  since  an  opoioreXevrov  is  mani¬ 
fest,  sound  criticism  will  relieve  them  from  the  suspicion  of 
being  ‘  a  gloss,’  and  will  recognise  their  genuineness,  and 
the  defect  of  the  less  ancient  copies. 

Ver.  2.  children  of  God.]  rexva : — This  is  the  reading  of 
every  MS.,  old  and  new.  The  Latin  rendered  1  filii,  and 
consequently  Wiclif,  *  sones Our  revisers  have  admitted 
his  rendering,  without  referring  to  the  Greek. 

Ver.  7.  worketh  justification]  (above,  p.  128.)  The  render¬ 
ing  of  our  version  in  this  place,  “  he  tha tdoetk  righteousness, 
u  is  righteous,  even  as  he  (God)  is  righteous,”  bears  on  its 
face  the  proof  of  a  defective  interpretation;  for  it  implies, 
that  man  can  do  that  which  will  render  him  as  righteous  as 
God ;  a  position,  which  is  in  contradiction  to  every  inculca¬ 
tion  of  the  Gospel.  (Annot.  to  Luke,  x.  28,  p.  237.)  What 
more  absolute  concession  could  Pelagius  have  desired,  to 
confirm  his  error?  We  see,  in  our  latest  commentators, 
what  labour  they  used  in  endeavouring  to  force  those  words 
to  a  truly  evangelical  sense  ;  what  strained  accommodations, 
what  ellipses,  they  were  compelled  to  imagine.  The  whole 
of  the  difficulty  arose  from  rendering  hixaio<fwrjvf  righteous- 
ness,  instead  of  justification;1  with  which  latter  interpreta¬ 
tion  the  whole  passage  is  clear,  simple,  intelligible,  and  in 
correspondence  with  the  entire  tenor  of  the  Go9pel.  The 
passage  thus  affirms,  *  that  he  who  obtains  justification 
*  from  all  sin  (see  Annot.  to  Matt.  iii.  15),  becomes  sinless 
‘  as  God  is  sinles9.’  This  is  the  great  end  and  blessedness 
of  the  Christian  dispensation ;  and,  to  inculcate  it,  is  the 
governing  principle  both  of  the  Gospels,  and  of  the  apo¬ 
stolical  Epistles,  that  is,  of  the  whole  Book  of  the  New 

1  fi  Signification em  vocis  ex  loco  uno  vel  altero  deducere,  atque,  olium  longe 
“  commodiorem,  et  constanti  S.  S.  usui  convenientiorem  neglectui  habere, 
“  iniquissimi  certe  disputatoris  est. — Pro  certo  ideo  atatuatur,”  &c.  (For  the 
sequel  of  this  passage,  see  above,  p.  12fi.) 
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Covenant.  That  great  end  is  attained  by  faith  in  Christ’s 
atonement,  evidenced  by  pursuing  obedience  to  the  law  of 
his  Gospel ;  and  he  who  attains  that  end  is,  by  God’s  mercy, 

‘  cleared  from  all  sins,’  and  accounted  sinless  in  His  sight ; 
and,  as  to  be  sinless ,  is  the  perfect  negation  of  sin,  the  apostle 
emphatically  adds,  u  as  He  is  just,”  or  righteous.  A  passage 
has  been  adduced  from  Aristotle ,  by  a  recent  learned  an¬ 
notator,  in  support  of  the  common  version,  which  he  thus 
gives  in  translation  :  “  Then  shall  a  man  be  righteous,  if  he 
“  does  the  things  that  are  righteous ,  and  knows  what  he 
u  does :  if  he  does  them  freely  and  from  choice ;  if  he  con- 
“  tinues  firmly  and  constantly  in  that  course  of  action/’  As 
no  reference  to  the  place  is  given,  nor  the  Greek  cited  by 
the  writer,  I  have  only  to  observe;  1st,  that  an  appeal  to  a 
heathen  philosopher  for  exposition  of  a  Christian  doctrine, 
shews  the  difficulty  experienced  in  the  passage ;  2dly,  that 
no  heathen  could  have  attached  to  our  word  ‘  righteous ,’  the 
peculiar  notion  annexed  to  it  under  the  revelation  of  the 
Gospel. 

Ver.  15.  he  who  loveth  not.]  The  most  ancient  MSS. 
and  versions  render  this  proposition  general ;  the  junior 
MSS.  add,  with  limitation,  rov  aSeXfov — ‘  his  brother /  Wiclif, 
following  the  Latin,  rendered  generally,  ‘  he  that  loveth  not , 
*  dwellith  in  deeth.  His  revisers,  following  Erasmus’s  text, 
have  erroneously  added,  “  his  brother 

Ver.  17.  In  this  we  recognise  (His)  love.]  The  addition, 
rov  Geov — *  of  God ,’  is  found  only  in  one  junior  Gr.  MS. 
(52  Wetst.  or  Cod.  Uffenbach ),  in  the  Vulg.,  and  in  our 
authorised  English  version.  From  the  Latin  ‘  Dei,’  Wiclif 
rendered,  ‘of  God.’  His  revisers  properly  printed  those  words 
in  Italics,  but  would  have  done  better  by  rejecting  them 
altogether. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  2,  3.]  These  verses  demand  more  minute  considera¬ 
tion  than  our  latest  commentators  have  deemed  it  requisite  to 
apply  to  them.  They  point  to  a  heresy,  which  denied  the  real 
union  of  the  human  and  divine  natures  in  the  person  of  our 
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Lord.  Mackniglit  thus  interprets  them,  in  accordance  with 
the  interpretation  of  our  English  version  of  the  rec.  text: 
“  Every  spirit  that  confesseth,  that  Jesus  Christ  hath  come 
44  in  the  flesh,  is  from  God ;  and  every  spirit  that  doth  not 
44  confess,  that  Jesus  Christ  hath  come  in  the  fleshy  is  not 
“  from  God.”  This,  he  says,  is  an  44  exact  literal  translation 
44  of  the  original .”  It  is,  indeed,  a  verbal  translation  of  the 
“  words  in  the  order  in  which  they  stand  in  the  Greek, 
44  without  reference  to  idiom  —  cav  •nvtvfLa.  6  ofto'koytt  iqirouv 
44  Kovrov  tv  <ragxj  eXTjXuflora,  ex  rov  Qtov  eanv.*’  But,  no  one  ever 
denied,  that  the  man  Jesus  who  was  called  Christ  —  I wovs  6 
XeyofLtvos  Xg/m;  (Matt,  xxvii.  17,  22 — John,  iv.  24),  had 
come  in  the  flesh ;  but  some  denied,  4  that  that  man  Jesusy 
4  was  Christ  come  in  the  fleshy  or,  in  the  words  of  St.  Paul 
to  Timothy  (1  Ep.  iii.  16,  17),  44  the  Living  God — manifested 
44  in  the  flesh.”  This  is  what  St.  John  here  intends;  and  I 
must  therefore  dissent  from  the  learned  commentator,  as  to 
his  44  exact  and  literal  interpretation  of  the  original If  he 
had  referred  to  Acts,  v.  43,  and  xvii.  3,  and  xviii.  5,  28,  he 
would  have  perceived,  that  to  interpret  the  passage  with 
grammatical  exactness,  he  mu9t  supply  tivcu ,  between  I?j aow 
and  Xg/tfroK.  In  Acts,  xviii.  5,  the  common  texts  read,  rov 
Xgiarov  I? j<rouv ;  in  which  place,  the  Vat .  and  some  other  MSS. 
read,  tivcu  rov  X.  I.,  which,  in  the  order  of  construction, 
signifies,  I.  tivai  r.  X. ;  and  so  our  version  duly  renders  the 
text  in  that  place,  44  that  Jesus  was  Christ.”  Such  sup¬ 
plement  of  ellipsis  is  equally  demanded  in  this  passage  of 
John,  in  order  to  give  a  true  and  exact  translation  :  rrav  rrvev/j. a 
o  o/j,oXoyti  Itj aovv  (eivai)  Xoicrov  tv  soegxi  eXtj XuOora.  But,  the  Vat . 
MS.  reads  EXTjXudem/,  not  gXTjXutfora ;  and  the  passage  is  so 
cited  by  Ignatius.  The  order  of  construction  will  then  be, 
nav  Tvtu/Jj a  6  OfioXoyti  1t,sovv  t\i{K\j&tvai  Xg/ffro v  tv  ffagxi  — 4  every 
4  spirit  that  confesseth,  that  Jesus  hath  come  Christ  in  the 
4 flesh*  Compare,  iv  uxeereiXas  I.  X.,  John,  xvii.  3.  p.  283. 
In  all  similar  constructions  we  are  to  interpret,  not  4  J.  C. 

4  is,’  &c.,  but  4  J.  is  C.y  &c. 

Ver.  3.  and  every  spirit  that  separateth  Jesus ]  o  \v a  :  — 
There  can  be  no  critical  doubt,  if  authorities  are  duly  weighed, 
that  this  was  the  primitive  reading  of  the  most  ancient  MSS., 
which  are  now  lost ,  antecedently  to  the  most  ancient  MSS. 

n  ii 


466 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  IV. 


which  still  exist.  Socrates,  the  ecclesiastical  historian,  who 
wrote  in  the  fifth  century,  expressly  affirms,  yey^atro  ev  rots 
ftaXotioig  avnygcKpoig  —  o  Xue/  rov  It) tfovv —  “  In  the  ancient  copies 
“  it  is  written,  Who  separateth  (or  disuniteth)  Jesus:”  and, 
Socrates  is  as  credible  testimony  for  the  ancient  MSS.  of  the 
fifth  century ,  as  VVetstein,  or  Scholz,  for  those  of  the  eighteenth 
or  nineteenth. 

That  ancient  and  venerable  writer,  in  treating  of  Nesto- 
rius’s  opposition  to  the  term  ©soroxos — Mother  of  God /  then 
first  adopted  as  a  designation  for  the  Holy  Virgin,  thus  writes  : 
“  When  I  read  the  books  published  by  Nestorius,  1  found 
“  that  he  was  an  ignorant  man,  and  I  will  state  the  truth ; 
“  for,  I  wa9  not  influenced  by  any  hostility  towards  him  when 
“  I  pointed  out  his  errors,  nor  shall  I  now  expose  those  which 
“  I  have  found,  in  order  to  gratify  any  one.  I  do  not  think 
“  Nestorius  said,  that  our  Lord  was  a  mere  man ;  only,  he 
“  took  alarm  at  the  word  Qeoroxog  ( Deipara ),  as  at  a  phan- 
“  tom.  (See  Annot.  to  Luke,  i.  43,  p.220.)  And  this  arose 
“  from  his  great  want  of  learning ;  for,  being  gifted  with  a 
“  great  fluency  of  speech,  he  was  supposed  to  be  learned, 
“  when  in  fact  he  was  unlearned.  He  did  not  deign  to  study 
“  the  books  of  the  old  interpreters  ;  and,  being  inflated  with 
“  pride  through  his  facility  of  utterance,  he  did  not  give  his 
“  attention  to  them,  thinking  himself  superior  to  them  all. 
“  And  first,  he  was  ignorant  that,  in  the  ancient  copies  of 
“  the  catholic  Epistle  of  John,  it  is  written,  ‘  Every  spirit 

*  that  separateth — 6  Xue/  —  Jesus,  is  not  from  God/  For, 
“  those  who  wished  to  separate  the  divine  from  the  human 
l<  nature  {of  our  Lord)  withdrew  that  sentence;  as  some  of 
u  the  old  interpreters  had  observed,  ‘  That  there  were  some 

*  who  tampered  with  this  Epistle ,  desiring  to  separate  man 
£  from  God/  For,  the  humanity  is  inseparably  united  with 
“  the  divinity ;  so  that  they  are  no  longer  two ,  but  one. 
u  Resting  on  which  fact  of  doctrine,  the  ancients  felt  no 
“  scruple  in  calling  Mary,  Qeoroxog;  as  Eusebius  does,  in  his 
‘  Life  of  Constantine / — Nestorius,  therefore,  appears  to 
“  have  been  wholly  ignorant  of  what  the  ancients  had  done; 
“  but  the  ‘  Homilies’  which  he  has  published  shew,  that  he 
“  did  not  affirm  that  Christ  was  a  mere  man,  nor  deny  the 
“  divine  hypostasis  to  the  Son,  but  acknowledged  His  con- 
“  substantiality  and  union  with  it. — And,  that  this  was  the 
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i(  sentiment  of  Nestorius,  I  have  ascertained  from  his  books 
<c  which  I  have  read,  and  from  what  his  admirers  have  said. 
“  Nevertheless,  the  idle  garrulity  of  Nestorius  has  caused  no 
“  little  disturbance  to  the  world."  (Hist.  Eccl.  lib.  vii.  c.  32.) 

Conformably  to  this  impartial  and  perspicuous  testimony, 
we  find  Origen  and  Tertullian  read  thus :  the  former,  ou  Xuw 
Toy  I Tjtfow  arro  tou  Xgiarou  (3.  727.  ap.  Sytnb.  Crit.  Griesb.); 
the  latter,  “  Johannes  Apostolus — dicit,  processisse  in  mun- 
“  dum  preecursores  Antichristi  spiritus,  negantes  Christum 
44  in  carne  venisse,  et  solventes  Jesum .”  (Adv.  Marcion.  lib.  v. 
c.  16.  and  adv.  Psychicos ,  c.  i.)  On  sound  and  solid  ground, 
therefore,  Michaelis  concludes  :  “  I  am  inclined  to  abide  by 
u  the  authority  of  Origen,  and  the  MSS.  of  Socrates ,  rather 
“  than  of  those  that  remain  in  the  present  century."  ( Introd . 
vol.  ii.  p.  370.) 

We  trace,  thus,  the  progress  of  the  change  of  readings  : 

crav  rrvevy.a  6  Xuei  rov  I/jcouv,  ex  rov  Oeou  oux  ear/.  MSS.  Socr. 
crav  rrvevit a  6  fit j  bn.o\oyei  rov  lr,govvf  ex  rov  0.  oux  e.  Vat.  MS. 

•xav  r:veufLa.  6  /xtj  bfioXoyei  rov  I.  £v  irugxi  eXvjXu6.t  ex  rov  0.  oux  e. 
Codd.  junior es. 

Ver.  16.  Whosoever  confesseth,  that  Jesus  is  Christ  the 
Son  of  God.]  og  av  OjU-oXcyjjtfjj,  or/  ItjCouc  Xgitrog  effnv  o  viog  rov 
Qeov: — Thus  reads  the  Vat.  MS.,  and  thus  the  sentence 
should  be  punctuated.  The  word  xg/cro?  has  lapsed  from  the 
later  MSS. 

Ver.  17.]  The  Vat .,  and  other  MSS.,  repeat  pmi — 
i  dwelleth,  after  ev  aurw. 

Ver.  21.  cannot  love  God.]  ou  8uvarai>  in  the  Vat.  MS. ; 
not  rrug  duvaraif  a9  in  the  later  texts. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  2.  and  do  his  commandments.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads 
‘To/w/aev  ;  not  r/j^w/xcv,  as  in  the  rec.  texts. 

Ver.  5,  6.]  The  preceding  exposition  shews,  that  the 
order  of  construction  of  these  two  verses,  is  this:  —  r/j  esnv  6 
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viX(i iv  tov  xoapov,  u  [LTi  6  rriffrevoiv  on  Iyffovg  tonv  6  uiog  rou  Qecv’ 
(on  sub.)  ovrog  Ijjtfous,  6  eXdm  hi  uharog  xai  a//xaros,  tan  Xgtffrog  — 
“  Who  is  he  that  overcometh  the  world,  but  he  who  believeth, 
“  that  Jesus  is  the  Son  of  God :  (that)  this  Jesus,  who  came 
“  with  water  and  blood,  is  the  Christ.”  The  apostle  pro¬ 
ceeds :  “  Not  with  water  only ,  but,  with  water  and  blood; 
“  and  the  Spirit  also  beareth  testimony.”  These  1  three * 
evidences,  he  shews,  concur  to  establish  the  proof  of  the  true 
humanity  and  divinity  united  in  the  person  of  the  Lord 
Jesus.  The  apostle  himself \  is  the  voucher  for  the  two  former 
evidences,  which  prove  our  Lord’s  human  nature  by  human 
testimony :  the  Spirit  is  the  witness  of  his  divine  nature,  in 
the  declaration  made  from  heaven  (John,  i.  33, 34  ;  Matt.  iii. 
16,  17).  He,  next,  thus  combines  those  three  evidences: 
“  For  they  are  three  that  bear  testimony ;  the  Spirit ,  and  the 
“  Water  and  Blood ;  and  these  three  are  as  one.”  The  number 
‘  three  ’  here,  has  relation  to  the  ride  of  evidence  established 
by  God  himself,  Deut.  xvii.  6,  and  confirmed  by  our  Lord, 
Matt,  xviii.  15:  “  that  by  the  mouth  of  two  or  three  wit- 
“  nesses  every  word  may  be  established :”  thereby  fixing  the 
measure  of  testimony  which  God  deems  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  reason  of  man.  And  the  apostle  draws  this  conclusion  : 
“  If  we  receive  the  testimony  of  men  (i.  e.  as  to  the  human 
“  nature  of  Jesus),  the  testimony  of  God  (as  to  his  divine 
(t  nature)  is  greater :  for,  he  hath  borne  testimony  concerning 
“  his  Son.”  (Ver.  9.) 

Ib.]  The  above  doctrine  is  the  only  one  which  the  apostle 
is  seeking  to  establish  and  confirm  in  this  Epistle ;  as  being 
that  which  demanded  peculiar  enforcement,  at  the  time  when 
he  wrote  it.  It  is  painful,  to  see  eminent  learning  over¬ 
driven  by  ardency  of  zeal,  and  closing  its  eyes  against  this 
manifest  fact;  striving  to  gain  a  spurious  and  unneeded 
support  for  the  no  less  important  doctrine  of  the  Trinity ,  by 
straining  the  passage  into  a  reference  to  the  latter  doctrine, 
to  which  it  has  no  relation.  The  controversies  respecting  it 
have  extended  themselves  so  widely,  that  it  is  necessary  to 
recall  the  question  into  its  own  narrow  compass,  in  order  to 
view  it  distinctly,  and  in  its  totality.  That  the  number 
*  three /  and  the  1  unity  *  of  their  testimony,  should  have 
brought  into  some  mind  a  comparison  with  the  doctrine  of 
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the  ‘  Trinity and  that  a  note  to  that  effect  should  have  been 
written  on  some  margin ,  was  not  improbable,  nor  unnatural 
in  ages  of  feeble  judgment  and  erroneous  piety ;  but  it  is 
certain,  that  the  passage  of  the  context,  contained  in  the 
commonly  received  text,  but  which  is  excluded  from  the 
present  Revision,  was  never  introduced  into  a  Greek  MS. 
until  the  fifteenth  century ,  and  then,  only  into  two  existing 
copies  ;l  and  was  accounted,  by  the  Greek  church,  a  reading 
peculiar  to  the  Latin  church.  The  long  note  of  Wetstein, 
and  the  different  discussions  which  have  taken  place  amongst 
our  English  writers  on  this  subject,  are  easily  accessible  to 
every  one ;  but,  the  results  of  Professor  Birch’s  collations 
not  being  equally  so  in  this  country,  I  shall  here  present 
them  : 

“  tv  tu>  ovoavut,  6  •na.rr^y  o  Xo yog,  xai  ro  a yiov  srvtvfta'  xou  olroi 
“  oi  rge/g  tv  eidi'  xai  rgtis  tidiv  oi  flt'agr-jgouvreg  tv  rp  yr\. 

“  Desunt  ha>c  in  Vat.  363.  366.  367.  1160.  1209.  1210 ;  Al. 
“  Vat.  29;  Urb.  3;  Pio-Vat.  50;  Aug.  1;  Laur.  1.  20.  29.  31. 
“  32 ;  Plut.  iv. ;  Laur.  37  ;  Plut.  vi. ;  Bonon.  Canon.  Rigul. 
“  640;  Ven.  5.  6.  10.  11.  701.  707;  Vind.  1.  34.  35.  36.  37; 
“  Havn.  1. 

“  In  Cod.  Neapolitano  Regioy  textus  hujus  commatis,  cum 
“  additamentis  recenti  charactere  margine  scriptis ,  6equenti  modo 
4t  reperitur : 

on  rgei<;  ti 

tf/v  oi  fia.pr‘jpouvrt5'  *  to  _ *  tv  T*’  0 

_  S  K<tl  0  I'O'yOi 

rrva  xai  to  xai  to  xai  T0  iyioy  ^ 

aiaa.  xou  ot  rotig  g,;  ro  **' 6VTei  e!  vtu*  " 

3  tun,  Kai  r^tif  uai 

tV  tlffl  oi  fcec^TV^oc/vTii  tv 

Tip  yip. 

“  In  Cod.  Latino  antiquo  Vallicellano,  sign.  b.  6.,  hoc  modo 
“  extat  dictum : 

Et  Sps  est  qui  testificatur  quia 
Sps  est  veritas,  quoniara  tres 
sunt  qui  testimonium  dant  in 
terra,  Sps  aqua  et  sanguis  et 

tres  unum  sunt."  *  Sicut  tres  sunt 

qui  testimonium  dant 
in  coelo ,  pater ,  ver- 
hum  et  Sps  et  hi  ires 

1  See  lUichaelis's  full  statement  of  this  question  in  his  ‘  Introd.’  vol.  iv. 
p.  412-441. 
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“  Verba  in  margine  adduntur  recenti  manu,  ut  literarum  ductus, 
“  et  atramenti  color,  satis  superque  demonstrant.  Scio  quidem 
“  Blanchinum  in  Evany eliario  Quadruplici ,  p.  dlxvii.  a  me  dis- 
u  sentire  ;  sed  humani  quid  passus  est  vir  doctus,  cum  asserit, 
“  marginialia  ab  eodem  Scriptore,  qui  textum  exaravit,  adjecta 
u  fuisse.  Auctoritatem  Vulgate  Latinae  defensurus,  non  potuit 
“  concedere,  verba,  quae  ut  genuina  statuit  Ecclesia  Papalis,  de- 
“  siderari  in  codice  antiquo,  inclyto  versionis  Vulgate. 

u  Notari  quoque  meretur,  in  Cod.  Veneto  10,  cujus  possessor 
“  olim  fuit  Bessarion,  ipsa  Bessarionis  manu  heec  legi  ad  marginem 
“  Commatis  7,  1  tr  ru  A*r<vaj :  sicuti  tres  sunt ,  qui  testimonium 
‘  dant  in  coelo ,  Pater,  Verbum ,  et  Spiritus  Sanctus.’ 


By  this  mass  of  impugnable  evidence,  even  Matthise  and 
Scholz  have  been  brought  to  the  entire  conviction  which  has 
caused  them  to  exclude  the  controverted  passage  from  their 
Greek  texts  ;  and,  to  leave  its  further  defence  to  that  quality 
of  pertinacity,  that  would  persist  in  endeavouring  to  establish 
the  locality  and  solidity  of  the  rainbow. 

The  recorded  testimony  of  Bessarion,  that  the  passage  in 
question  was  4  a  peculiar  of  the  Latin  church  /  is  a  deter¬ 
mining  weight ;  because,  though  he  was  a  delegate  from  the 
Greek  church  to  the  Council  of  Florence,  in  1439,  he  relin¬ 
quished  his  prelacy  in  that  church  to  pass  over  to  the  Roman 
communion;  for  which  sacrifice,  he  was  rewarded  by  the 
Roman  pontiff  with  the  dignity  of  cardinal.  Nevertheless, 
he  here  bears  express  testimony,  that  the  rejected  passage 
pertained  exclusively  to  the  text  of  the  Latin  version.  To 
labour,  therefore,  to  confirm  it  as  genuine  in  the  Greek 
text ,  is,  in  strict  truth,  irgog  xevrga  Xaxnfyiv — “  to  kick  against 
“  the  pricks (See  Michaelis’s  Introd .  vol.  iv.  note  to 

P‘417) 

But,  here  I  am  obliged  to  complain  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  learned  Scholz  has  cited,  under  his  number  ‘  173/ 
the  1  R.  Neapolitan  MS./  whose  reading  Birch  has  given 
with  so  much  minuteness.  He  presents  it,  without  remark, 
as  a  third  MS.,  ‘ having ’  the  spurious  clause:  “  Habent 
li  versum  seqjtimum  paucissimi,  34,  162,  173.”  We  have  just 
learned  from  Birch,  how  the  latter  MS.  ‘  has  *  it,  viz.  “  re- 
(t  centi  charactere,  margine  scriptus.”  As  Scliolz  excludes  the 
clause,  on  the  ground  of  the  numerous  evidences  which  he 
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himself  adduces,  this  observation  bears  only  on  the  accuracy 
of  his  collation;  confidence  in  which  must  hesitate,  when  it 
experiences  inaccuracy  with  respect  to  so  important  a  text. 
So  also,  in  2  Pet.  iii.  10,  where  he  cites,  without  any  obser¬ 
vation,  his  number  ‘  66,'  or  Birch’s  1  Vind.  Lamb.  34,’  as 
having  the  reading  toot^trat ;  Birch  with  his  accustomed 
accuracy  had  pointed  out,  “  inter  lincas  et  secunda  manu .M1 
It  is  not  to  shew  a  flaw  that  I  notice  these  inexactitudes,  but, 
for  a  caution  to  those  readers  who  are  disposed  to  rest,  with 
implicit  confidence,  on  marginal  references :  and  I  do  not 
exempt  these  *  Annotations  ’  from  the  rigour  of  this  remark. 

Ver.  13.  These  things  I  have  written  to  you  who  believe , 
&c.]  The  Vat.  and  Alex.  MSS.,  and  the  oldest  versions,  thus 
read  this  verse :  Taura  tyg cr^/a  i/fitv,  ha  tihr^t  on  eys rt 

amvio vt  roig  vriarevovffiv  tig  to  ovojia  rou  uiou  too  Qtov  :  which 
ancient  and  genuine  reading  relieves  the  passage  from  the 
“  tautology ”  remarked  in  the  reading  of  the  received  text ; 
and  which  has  manifestly  arisen  from  a  confluence  and 
involution  of  two  different  readings. 

Ver.  19.  The  whole  world  lieth  under  the  Evil  One.] 
tv  ru>  wovrjgu)  xeirai : — who  is  called  also,  by  our  Lord,  *  the 
*  ruler  of  this  world  ’ — 6  a.o%ojv  rov  xog/xqu  tovtov.  (John,  xiv. 
30 ;  xvi.  11.) 


1  For  the  identity  of  Scholz’a  ‘  173,’  and  Birch’s  4  It.  Neap.  MS.,*  as  also, 
of  that  of  Scholz’s  4 1!6,’  and  Birch’s  k  Vind.  Lamb.  34,’  see  the  numbered  cata¬ 
logue  of  MSS.  in  Scholz's  ‘  Proleg.'  to  his  second  volume. 


II.  JOHN. 


The  Second  and  Third  Epistles  of  St.  John,  being  private 
letters  of  the  Apostle,  and  not  publicly  addressed  by  him  to 
any  of  the  churches,  were  not  at  first  received  into  the  Canon 
of  the  New  Scriptures;  but  they  were  afterwards  admitted, 
in  reverence  to  that  great  Apostle. 

Ver.  7.  Many  deceivers  are  entered  into  the  world.] 
These  persons  fulfilled  our  Lord’s  forewarning,  in  Matt.  xxiv. 
5,  of  those  who  would  profess  to  teach  1  in  his  name yet 
would  corrupt  and  falsify  his  Gospel. 

Ib.  that  Jesus  is  Christ  come  in  the  flesh.]  Irjaouv  (amt) 
Xg/ffro v  e^o/Mem  ev  <ragx/.  We  have,  here,  the  same  traditional 
misapprehension  that  has  been  noticed  in  c.  iv.  2,  3,  of  the 
First  Epistle. 

Ver.  9.  Whoever  passeth  beyond']  The  Vat.  and  Alex. 
MSS.,  and  Copt,  version,  read  vgoayuv ;  which  has  the  sense 
of  birtgftcuvuiv,  in  1  Thess.  iv.  6  :  but  has  been  changed  to  naga- 
fiaivuv,  in  the  later  copies. 


III.  JOHN. 


Ver.  9.  I  should  have  written  something.]  eyga^a  n  ry 
ixxXritr/y: — So  the  Vat.  MS.;  the  n  has  lapsed  in  the  progress 
of  transcription,  before  r* j. 


St.  JUDE. 


This  Epistle  cannot  be  considered  as  altogether  an  ori¬ 
ginal  communication,  like  the  preceding  Epistles,  because  it 
consists  principally  of  citations  from,  and  enforcements  of, 
the  precepts  and  warnings  of  other  apostles.  Hence,  without 
questioning  its  authenticity ,  its  inspiration  is  reasonably 
to  be  questioned.  It  appears  to  form  a  link ,  between  the 
writings  of  the  Apostles  and  those  of  the  Apostolical  Fathers ; 
and,  like  the  latter,  to  have  been  designed  by  its  author  to 
excite  those  to  whom  it  was  addressed,  to  give  diligent  at¬ 
tention  to  the  writings  of  Peter  and  Paul.  It  bears  also,  like 
the  latter,  marks  of  human  infirmity ;  but,  at  the  same  time, 
it  is  of  great  value,  from  the  indirect  testimony  which  it 
bears  to  the  Second  Epistle  of  St.  Peter. 

Ver.  1.  loved  by  God .]  The  Vat.  and  Alex.  MSS.  read 
■ijycixwitvQii ;  not  ^y/ao/zevo/;,  as  in  the  received  text. 

Ver.  4.  denying,  that  our  only  Master  and  Lord,  Jesus, 
is  Christ.]  tov  fiovov  be<frroTT,v  xui  Kvgiov  7)/ict>v  I?jffouv  [avai  sub.) 

Xptrov  agvu/Mvoi : — The  Vatican ,  Ephrem ,  Alex.,  Vat.  3G7, 
Cod.  L.,  and  other  MSS.  and  versions,  read  thus,  without 
Qeov,  which  is  plainly  a  later  pious  intrusion. 

Ver.  5.  Joshua.]  The  Vat.  and  Alex.  MSS.  read  Itj aovg, 
not  Kvpog,  in  this  place,  as  do  also  the  earliest  versions. 
Those  copies,  with  the  Cod.  Ephrem ,  read  rravra,  instead  of 
touto  of  the  received  text.  The  whole,  therefore,  stands  thus 
in  the  Vat.  MS.  :  VK0[J.V7)Gai  be  ufiag  (3ouXofiai,  ethorag  u/zag*  acra£ 
rravra.  bn  Ir,<tovg  Xaov  ex  yi\g  A lyvnrou  <rw<r ag,  deuregov  rovg  /ztj 
rrurre-juavTag  axuXettv.  The  name  l^aoog  is  here  to  be  rendered 
Joshua,  as  iu  Acts,  vii.  4G,  and  Heb.  iv.  8.  The  proper  sense 
of  uvu*,  as  in  ver.  3,  is  ‘  once  or  first ;  and  it  here  plainly 
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looks  forward  to  ausag,  not  back  to  eidorag,  as  our  version 
refers  it  from  Wiclif,  who  translated  from  the  Latin  *  scientes 
‘  semeU  The  forward  reference  of  «*rag,  is  demonstrated  by 
dwngov  which  follows;  as  in  the  passage  cited  by  Wetstein 
from  Libanius,  acra£;  ag*e/  ytXura  otptXuv'  devregov  <$e,  ovxert. 
Jude  appears  to  allude  to  Joshua,  c.  vii.,  with  the  same 
object  as  St.  Paul  in  1  Cor.  x.  1-5;  to  shew,  that  although 
God  displayed  his  mercy,  in  the  first  instance ,  by  a  general 
deliverance  of  the  whole  people ,  he  afterwards  exercised  his 
vengeance  on  the  individual  persons  who  disregarded  that 
mercy.  The  sequel  of  the  Jewish  history,  also,  records 
numerous  examples  of  this  awful  exercise  of  retribution. 
The  reading  vavra  is  confirmed  by  the  distinction,  cravra 
Xaov — rovg  fL7j  mffrevuavrctg.  A  misapprehension  of  the  name 
1 7)<tovs,  in  the  first  clause  of  this  verse,  and  the  absence  of  the 
nominative  to  anuiXmv,  led  to  the  alteration  from  lytrovg  to  ©eos, 
and  also  to  6  Kvgiog,  in  different  copies.  But,  lyaovs  shews 
itself  to  mean  *  Joshua  ;  and  airuXeaev,  in  the  latter  clause, 
looks  back  for  its  nominative  case  to  ©sou,  in  ver.  4  ;  as  in 
James,  i.  12.  Since  this  Epistle  does  not  possess  the  same 
high  authority  as  all  the  former  Epistles,  it  is  not  requisite 
to  dwell  longer  on  this  passage. 

Ver.  9.  and  even  Michael.]  'Ore  — So  reads  the 

FaLMS. ;  not  o  3e  M. — Hoogeveen,  p.497,  interprets  ore,  1  et 
1  talis  quidem' 

lb.  Archangel .]  See  Annot.  to  1  The6s.  iv.  4.  This  re¬ 
ference  of  Jude  to  an  ‘  Archangel ,’  and  also  that  to  the 
uncanonical,  or  unscriptural,  prophecy  of 1  Enoch*  in  v.  14, 
betray  the  human  weakness  above  intimated ;  and  recall 
the  similar  reference  of  his  fellow-disciple,  Clemens,  to  the 
fabled  *  Phoenix ,’  as  illustrative  of  a  ‘  resurrection  ;  which 
‘  bird,'  he  affirmed,  was  actually  existing  in  Arabia — ogvsov 
ymfitvov  tv  roig  rovoig  tt,v  Agafiiav  (Clem.  Rom.  1  Ep.  C.  25.). 
Yet,  this  is  the  same  Clemens  of  whom  St.  Paul  testified 
(Philipp,  iv.  3.),  that  “  his  name  is  written  in  the  Book  of 
“  Life”  Such  instances  of  weakness  ought  not  to  scandalise, 
or  even  to  surprise  us,  after  St.  Paul’s  open  avowal  to  the 
Corinthians  (1  Ep.  i.  25):  “  for, ye  see  your  calling,  brethren; 
u  that  ye  are  not  many  wise,  nor  many  mighty,  nor  many 
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“  noble,  according  to  the  flesh :  yea,  God  hath  chosen  the 
“  foolish  things  of  the  world,  that  He  might  confound  the 
u  wise,  kc.”  Though  the  Gospel  imparted  a  knowledge  far 
transcending  all  secular  knowledge,  yet  it  left  to  each,  un¬ 
altered,  the  measure  of  secular  knowledge  which  he  before 
possessed. 

Ver.  22,  23.]  The  Vat.  MS.  reads  this  verse  thus :  xat 

oi/g  (L ev  eXeare  S/axg/vo/Lev 'oug,  ovg  Be  ex  crug.  age.,  ovg  Be  eXeare 

ev  po/fy.  The  A  lex.  MS.  reads  the  same,  except  that  it  has 
tXeyyjre  for  eXeare  in  the  first  clause  ;  but,  both  those  words 
are  written  with  the  change  of  vowels  (to  which  Michaelis 
extends  the  term  itacism )  common  to  that  MS. — eXeyyjerai, 
eXearai.  See  Wetstein’s  and  Scholz’s  notes,  in  order  to  trace 
the  transition  to  the  rec .  reading. 


THE  REVELATION 


OF 

St.  JOHN. 


Although,  at  the  time  when  our  English  version  was  last 
revised,  and  put  forth  by  authority,  the  hook  of  the  *  Revela- 
‘  tion  was  the  least  correct,  in  its  Greek  text,  of  all  the 
books  of  the  *  New  Covenant  *  in  consequence  of  the  paucity 
of  known  MSS.  by  which  it  could  then  be  amended ;  it  is 
now  become  one  of  the  most  correct.  When  Erasmus  printed 
his  ‘  Editio  Princeps,’  in  1516,  he  had  only  one  MS.  from 
which  to  draw  his  text  of  this  book  (a  MS.  now  unknown, 
but  which  he  called,  Cod.  Reuchlini).  That  MS.  he  acknow¬ 
ledged  to  have  several  chasms;  and,  because  the  last  leaf 
was  wanting,  he  translated  the  Latin  of  the  Vulgate  into 
Greek,  to  supply  the  deficiency  :  such  was  the  origin  of 
the  received  Greek  text  of  the  ‘ Apocalypse During  the 
225  years  which  have  elapsed  since  the  date  of  our  last 
authorised  revision,  in  1611,  MSS.  of  that  book  have 
gradually  come  to  light;  and,  in  the  course  of  the  last 
century,  a  store  was  discovered  in  the  libraries  of  Rome, 
Venice,  Moscow,  and  other  places,  which,  through  the 
learned  labours  of  Birch  and  Matth$i,  have  supplied  us  with 
all  we  can  hope  for,  toward  restoring  its  text  to  its  primitive 
integrity.  And,  so  remarkably  correspondent  have  been 
the  results  of  the  researches  of  those  two  unconnected  col¬ 
lators,  that  Matthaei  was  constrained  to  observe :  “  Nisi 
“  mea  prior  editio  prodiisset  anno  1785,  Birchii  autem  1798, 
“  dicerent,  meam  in  plerisque  locis  conformatam  esse  ad 
“  proBStantiores  Birchii  codices.  Sed  ego  eo  tempore  Birchium 
u  nondum  noram;  et  ejus  prima  1  Evangeliorum’  editio 
u  prodiit  demurn  1788,  4to,  cum  mea  prodiisset  ab  anno 
**  1782-88.”  (Note  to  Rev.  xvi.  8.  2d  edit.)  —  Unless  my 
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“  edition  (0/  the  Apocalpyse )  had  been  published  in  the  year 
“  1785,  but  Birch’s  only  in  1798,  it  would  have  been  said, 
“  that  mine  had  been  adapted,  in  many  places,  to  the  best 
“  MSS.  of  Birch.  But,  at  that  time  I  was  not  acquainted 
“  with  Birch ;  and  his  first  edition  of  the  Gospels  was  pub- 
“  lished  in  1788,  in  4to.,  whereas  miue  had  been  published 
u  between  the  years  1782  and  1788.” 

The  following  revision,  is  made  by  those  ‘  preestantiores 
‘  Codices'  of  Birch;  the  collateral  testimony  of  which,  is 
absolutely  necessary  for  confirming  the  readings  adopted  by 
Matlhsei  in  his  last  edition. 

“  If,”  says  Birch,  “  we  compare  the  number  of  the  MSS. 
11  which  contain  the  *  Apocalypse'  of  St.  John,  with  the 
“  great  abundance  of  those  which  comprise  all  the  other 
“  books  of  the  N.  T.,  the  number  of  the  former  is  very  small ; 
u  and,  of  that  number,  few  are  found  whose  dates  ascend  to 
u  the  antiquity  of  the  greater  part  of  the  MSS.  of  the  Gospels 
“  and  Epistles.  For  which  fact,  there  is  more  than  one 
u  cause ;  namely,  the  notorious  dissension  between  the 
“  Eastern  and  Western  churches,  concerning  the  authorship 
“  of  this  hook;  many  communities  of  Christians  ascribing 
“  it,  Dot  to  the  Apostle  John,  but,  to  John  called  the  Pres - 
“  by  ter  or  Elder  (see  Annot.  to  ch.  i.  2) :  and  further,  that 
“  where  no  such  dissension  existed,  we  never  find  it  used  in 
“  the  public  readings.  For  these,  and  other  causes,  the 
44  copyists  very  rarely  transcribed  the  'Apocalypse  *  But, 
“  though  few  copies  are  found,  it  will  be  manifest  to  any 
“  one  who  will  carefully  inspect  the  text  of  this  book,  that  it 
<(  has  been  transcribed  with  more  negligence  than  the  other 
“  books  of  the  N.  T. ;  and  that  it  has  more  variations,  clearly 
“  betraying  the  exercise  of  conjecture :  which  license,  no  one 
“  can  doubt,  arose  from  the  inferior  estimation  in  which 
“  this  book  was  held.  Nor  was  this  the  case  only  in  the 
“  later  ages,  but  also  in  the  earliest  ages  of  the  Christian 
“  church,  as  is  affirmed  by  Irenseus. 

u  Since,  then,  it  is  evident,  from  what  has  been  just 
“  stated,  that,  if  any  text  needs  the  aid  of  criticism,  it  is  that 
“  of  the  ‘ Apocalypse ;  and  since  the  supply  of  MSS.  by  which 
“  its  genuine  readings  may  be  detected,  is  very  slender;  I 
“  think  I  shall  engage  in  a  work,  neither  useless  in  itself, 
“  nor  unacceptable  to  those  who  duly  appreciate  Scriptural 
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“  criticism,  if  I  examine  accurately  numerous  MSS.  reposited 
“  in  various  libraries,  and  if  I  partially  review  others  which 
t(  have  been  already  examined.  The  design,  and  method, 
“  with  which  I  have  executed  this  object,  will  be  shewn  in 
“  the  following  pages.  I  will  only  add,  that,  in  this  place, 
“  I  have  not  only  had  in  view  to  exhibit  those  tokens  by 
“  which  the  outward  form  arid  age  of  the  copies  may  be 
“  determined ;  but  also,  to  observe  those  by  which  the 
“  character  of  each  copy,  and  its  affinity  to  others  already 
“  known,  maybe  more  clearly  distinguished.” — ( Proleg .  Var. 
Lect .  ad  text.  Apocal.  p.  vii.) 

With  respect  to  the  several  minute  expositions  of  the 
details  of  the  prophecies  of  this  book,  which  have  been 
pressed  on  the  attention  of  the  world,  a  moment’s  reflection 
will  suffice  to  make  every  thinking  reader  place  his  mind  in 
a  posture  of  caution  and  defence,  against  the  enticing  solici¬ 
tations  of  all  of  them.  Common  good  sense  will  at  once 
perceive,  that  if  six  contemporary  writers  propound  six 
expositions  of  the  details  of  this  mysterious  book,  each  differ¬ 
ing  from  the  others,  five  of  them  must  be  in  error,  and  there 
are  no  means  for  deciding  which  those  five  are ;  for,  as  has 
been  before  intimated  (p.  41),  *  the  hypothetist' s  passion  for 
*  his  own  hypothesis ,’  can  have  no  legitimate  weight  in  the 
mind  of  any  other  individual.  But,  it  will  not  follow  that 
the  sixth  is  correct;  on  the  contrary,  the  certain  error  of 
five  in  such  a  mysterious  subject,  establishes  a  strong  pro¬ 
bability,  that  the  sixth  is  in  error  also.  And,  if  an  expositor 
pretends  to  prophecy  through  prophecy ,  he  at  once  destroys 
his  own  exposition;  for,  divine  prophecy,  yet  unfulfilled ,  is  a 
closed  prospect  to  man,  who  is  only  empowered  to  recognise, 
by  the  fact ,  the  accomplishment  of  such  predictions  as  have 
been  actually  and  experimentally  fulfilled.  The  great  error 
of  those  sanguine  persons  who  have  aspired  to  unravel  and 
interpret  the  Scriptural  prophecies  in  their  minute  details, 
has  been  that  (as  Sir  Isaac  Newton  wisely  observed)  of 
attempting  “  to  foretell  times  and  things ,  as  if  God  designed 
“  to  make  them  prophets.  The  design  of  God  was  much 
u  otherwise :  He  gave  them  the  prophecies,  not  to  gratify 
“  men’s  curiosities  by  enabling  them  to  foreknow  things ;  but 
“  that,  after  they  were  fulfilledy  they  might  be  interpreted 
u  by  the  event ,  and  His  own  providence,  not  the  interpreter’s, 
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“  be  manifested  thereby  to  the  world.” — (Propli.  of  H.  Writ, 
p.  ii.  c.  i.  §  8.)  The  object  of  that  divine  disclosure,  was  not 
to  exercise  the  learned  and  pious  ingenuity  of  a  few,  but  to 
impart,  to  the  universal  church,  a  scale  of  times ,  marking 
out,  by  successive  divisions,  the  progress  of  the  divine  dis¬ 
pensations,  to  the  end  of  time. 

This  is  only  effected  in  that  condensed  series  of  general 
prophecies  to  which  the  learned  Mede  gave  the  appropriate 
name  of  4  the  Sacred  Kalendar  *  of  prophecy ;  combining 
the  correspondent  and  correlate  predictions  of  the  prophet 
Daniel,  and  St.  John,  respecting  the  chief  sovereignties ,  or 
eminences,  which  should  succeed  each  other  on  the  earth, 
until  the  Consummation,  in  those  parts  of  it  which  should 
stand  in  close  relation  to  the  church;  both  under  the  Old 
and  the  New  Covenant.  For,  as  the  same  pious  and  learned 
annotator  observed,  44  The  prophecy  of  Daniel,  is  the  Apoca - 
44  lypse  compressed ;  and  the  Apocalypse,  Daniel  explicated.” 
— (Mede’s  WorkSy  b.  iv.  p.  787.  ep.  32.)  Wherefore,  Sir 
Isaac  Newton  justly  affirmed,  44  that  the  Apocalypse  of 
44  St.  John,  and  the  prophecies  of  Daniel,  make  but  one 
44  complete  prophecy — (P.  ii.  c.  7.)  “That  *  Sacred  Kalen- 
4  dar  and  Great  Almanack  of  prophecy,’  ”  observed  Mede, 
“  consists  of  the  4 four  kingdoms'  of  Daniel;  which  are  a 
4  prophetical  chronology  of  times,  measured  by  the  succession 
44  of  4  four  principal  kingdoms from  the  4  beginning  of  the 
4  captivity  of  Israel ,’  until  the  4  mystery  of  God  should  be 
4  finished.*  Now,  these  *  four  kindoms  *  are, 

44  1.  the  Babylonian, 

2.  the  Medes  and  Persians, 

3.  the  Greek, 

4.  the  Roman ; 

44  in  which  4  quaternary  ’  of  kingdoms,  as  the  4  Roman,'  being 
44  the  4  last  of  the  four,'  is  the  4  last  kingdom ,’  so  are  the 
4  times  thereof  ’  the  4  last  times' — (B.  iii.  654,  5.) 

The  prophecies  of  Daniel,  which  constitute  one  division 
of  that  4  sacred  kalendar ,’  exhibited  to  the  ancient  or  Jewish 
church,  by  appropriate  symbols,  a  succession  of  four  chief 
eminences  having  close  and  intimate  relation  to  that  church, 
namely,  the  Daby Ionian,  Persian ,  Greek,  and  Roman  em¬ 
pires.  The  prophetic  symbols  of  empires  which  concerned 
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that  ancient  church  (Dan.  vii.  4-7),  represented  four  dis¬ 
tinct  animals  of  prey,  or  power,  viz.  1 .  a  lion :  2.  a  bear : 
3.  a  leopard:  4.  an  animal  unnamed ,  but  more  terrible  than 
all  the  preceding.  These  symbols  were  corroborated  by  others 
corresponding  to  them,  which  represented  an  image  com¬ 
bining,  in  descending  gradation,  the  four  metals,  gold ,  silver , 
brass ,  and  iron ,  but  terminating  at  the  base  in  a  mixture  of 
the  latter  metal  with  clay ,  or  earth  (Dan.  ii.  31-43).  Nor 
was  that  church  left  to  decipher  those  symbols  by  the  mere 
occurrence  of  the  objects  which  they  betokened  :  the  symbols 
were  divinely  explained  to  it;  thus  affording  to  the  better- 
instructed  church  which  was  to  follow,  a  rule  and  guide  to 
direct  it  in  apprehending  the  import  of  the  further  symbols , 
which  were  to  pertain  exclusively  to  It. 

The  prophecies,  conveyed  in  those  first  four  distinct 
symbols ,  were  notoriously  fulfilled,  to  the  experience  of  the 
world,  at  the  period  of  the  birth  of  Christ ;  at  which  epoch, 
the  ‘  fourth  and  last  1  of  those  1  four  kingdoms ,’  the  1  Roman 
1  empire ,’  became  firmly  established  on  the  ruins  of  its  ‘  three 
‘  predecessors .’ 

Let  us  now  consider  the  * further  symbols ,'  which  are 
added  to  the  former  in  the  Christian  prophecy  of  St.  John ; 
and  which,  in  a  similar  manner,  were  to  mark  out  succeed¬ 
ing  divisions,  in  the  progress  of  the  Christian  ages ,  until 
their  termination. 

In  this  prophecy,  the  symbols  are  reduced  into  one  com¬ 
pound  symbol ,  combining  the  four  characters  of  the  former 
prophecy  with  others  which  it  subjoins.  It  represents  one 
animal  of  prey,  or  power ,  having  a  connected  series  of  seven 
crowned  heads ;  to  be  followed  by  an  *  eighth  head 1  distinct 
from  these,  and  alien  to  the  septenary  series. 

Of  those  1  seven  heads,1  the  first  three ,  noted  by  the  cha¬ 
racters  of  the  lion ,  bear ,  and  leopard ,  reveal  themselves  to 
denote  the  three  former  predictions  fulfilled  under  the  former 
church;  leaving  in  the  Christian  prospect  a  further  succession 
of  four  congenial  eminences  of*  Roman  empire,1  to  be  finally 
followed  by  another  eminence  of  empire  distinct  from,  and 
heterogeneous  to,  the  former. 

The  point  of  time  at  which  the  prophecy  dates  its  pre¬ 
diction,  is  expressly  declared  ;  it  was,  when  five  of  those 
seven  heads  had  fallen,  and  the  sixth  existed  ;  coincidentally 
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with  which  point  of  time,  arose  the  symbol  of  another  power, 
exercising  the  authority  of  Empire  before  the  former ;  assuming 
the  appearance  of  a  lamb,  but  speaking  as  a  dragon ,  and 
deceiving  the  Christian  church :  for  which  cause,  it  is 
afterward  designated,  the  4  False  Prophet.'  (Rev.  c.  xiii. 
and  xvii.) 

The  sixth  head  was  to  be  followed  by  a  seventh ,  which 
was  to  4  continue 9  for  a  time,  but  finally  to  fall.  The  separate 
head  was  to  form  an  4  eighth ,'  which  was  to  close  the  suc¬ 
cession,  and  to  *  go  into  perdition,'  or  perish.  This  last,  is 
the  last  mark  on  the  scale  of  the  4  Sacred  Kalendar ,*  short 
of  its  termination,  which  describes  the  last  contest  of  the 
rebellious  spirits  of  men  w  ith  the  omnipotence  of  God. 

To  attempt  to  dogmatise  on  these  representations,  would 
be  to  arrogate  an  authority  for  which  no  man  can  exhibit 
valid  credentials;  yet,  it  is  the  duty  of  every  Christian  to 
contemplate  them,  with  wakeful  and  earnest  attention- 
Without  presuming  to  dictate  to  the  minds  of  others,  I  think 
I  should  he  failing  towards  them,  and  towards  the  object  of 
this  work,  if  I  were  to  withhold  the  impressions  of  corre¬ 
spondence,  which  those  representations  have  strongly  made 
on  my  mind. 

It  is  manifest,  from  what  has  been  stated,  that  the 
4  fourth'  prophetic  head  of  empire,  the  Roman ,  had  recently 
obtained  existence  at  the  time  of  the  birth  of  our  Lord  ;  that 
it  wras  to  be  succeeded  by  three  others  congenial  with  it ;  and 
was  to  be  finally  followed  by  one  more,  wholly  unconnected 
with  it :  thus  filling  up  the  entire  sum  of  ages  appointed  to 
the  Christian  church ,  from  its  beginning  to  its  end. 

That  fourth  head  of  empire  arose  43  years  before  the 
birth  of  Christ,  in  the  person  of  Octavius  Csesar,  who  as¬ 
sumed  the  name  and  style  of  Augustus  Ccesar ;  which  name 
and  style  was  inherited  by,  and  remained  attached  to,  the 
three  several  imperial  heads  which  succeeded  to  it. 

In  the  year  a.d.  395,  a  second  head  of  that  empire  arose, 
forming  a  fifth  of  the  septenary  series.  44  The  division  of  the 
44  Roman  world  between  the  sons  of  Theodosius,  a.d.  395, 
44  marks  the  final  establishment  of  the  Empire  of  the  East . 
44  The  sovereign  of  that  empire  assumed  the  title  of  4  Emperor 
4  of  the  Romans ;  and  the  hereditary  appellations  of 4  Ccesar' 
44  and  1  Augustus'  continued  to  declare,  that  he  was  the 
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u  legitimate  successor  of  the  first  of  men  who  had  reigned 
i(  over  the  first  of  nations.” — (Gibbon,  c.  xxxii.) 

In  the  year  a.d.  476,  the  fourth  head  of  the  septenary 
series ,  or  fast  of  Rome,  fell,  in  the  person  of  the  emperor 
denominated  Augustulus ;  leaving  the  second ,  or  Greek  head 
of  that  empire,  subsisting. 

In  the  year  a.d.  800,  a  new,  or  third  head  of  Roman 
empire  arose  in  the  West,  constituting  the  Frankish  heady 
or  sixth  of  the  septenary  series.  “  Towards  the  close  of  the 
“  eighth  century,  the  dignity  of  Roman  emperor ,  which  had 
“  been  extinguished  since  the  year  476  in  Rome ,  and  only 
“  continued  in  Constantinople  with  the  eastern  part  of  the 
“  empire,  was  renewed  in  the  person  of  Charlemagne  (Putter. 
“  Constit.  of  the  Germ .  Emp.  i.  p.  59) u  and  Europe  dates 
“  a  new  era,  from  the  restoration  of  the  Western  empire. — 
“  On  the  festival  of  Christmas,  in  the  last  year  of  the  eighth 
“  century  (a.d.  800),  Charlemagne  appeared  in  the  church 
“  of  St.  Peter :  after  the  celebration  of  the  holy  mysteries, 
“  Leo  suddenly  placed  a  precious  crown  upon  his  head  ;  and 
“  the  dome  resounded  with  the  acclamations  of  the  people, 

*  Long  life  and  victory  to  Charles,  the  most  pious  Augustus , 

*  crowned  by  God  the  great  and  pacific  Emperor  of  the 
1  Romans!' — The  head  and  body  of  Charlemagne  were  con- 
“  secrated  by  the  royal  unction  ;  and,  after  the  example  of 
“  the  Ccesars,  he  was  saluted  or  adored  by  the  Pontiff.  The 
“  hereditary  monarchs  of  Europe  confessed  the  pre-eminence 
“  of  his  rank  and  dignity :  he  was  the  first  of  the  Christian 
“  princes,  the  temporal  head  of  the  great  Republic  of  the 
“  West” — (Gibbon,  c.  xlix.) 

“  About  this  time  an  idea  arose,  that  the  whole  of 
‘  Christendom ,’  considered  as  one  ecclesiastical  society ,  had 
“  one  visible  spiritual  head,  in  the  same  manner  as  all 
“  Christian  nations  might  have  one  temporal  head.” — 
(Putter,  i.  p.  129.)  “  The  entire  independence  of  the 

“  popes,  and  complete  structure  of  the  Papal  Monarchy , 
“  were  finally  effected  (a.d.  996)  by  Pope  Hildebrand,  or 
«  Gregory  VII.,  who  extended  the  former  doctrine  so  far 
“  as  at  length  to  establish  this  doctrine:  That,  as  God  had 
^  established  two  visible  heads  of  the  world,  a  spiritual  one 
“  over  the  church,  and  a  temporal  one  over  kings  and 
“  princes,  the  latter  stood  in  the  same  relation  to  the  former, 
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“  as  the  body  to  the  soul ,  or  the  moon  to  the  sun.  And  thus, 
“  at  last,  every  possible  degree  of  power  was  concentred  in 
“  the  Roman  bishop ,  or  pope,  which  was  the  title  he  now 
“  claimed  for  himself.” — (lb.  i.  p.  166.) 

The  Frankish  head  of  Roman  Empire  having  fallen, 
after  a  short  duration  (making  a  fifth  fallen  head),  a 
fourth  head  of  that  empire,  being  the  seventh  and  last  of 
the  septenary  series,  arose  in  a.d.  962,  in  the  person  of  Otlio 
the  Great,  king  of  Germany.  “  After  the  extinction  of  the 
“  race  of  Charlemagne,  and  a  vacancy  of  seventy  years,  Otho, 
u  king  of  Germany,  had  the  honour  of  procuring,  like 
u  Charlemagne,  the  dignity  of  ‘  Roman  emperor ’  for  himself 
f*  and  his  house,  a.d.  962;  only  he  went  still  a  step  further 
“  than  Charlemagne,  in  omitting  his  other  titles,  and  at  last 
“  only  subscribed  himself,  1  Roman  Emperor’  (P  utter. 
p.  128.)  “  At  the  head  of  a  victorious  army  he  crossed  the 

“  Alps,  subdued  the  kingdom  of  Italy,  and  for  ever  fixed 
“  the  imperial  crown  in  the  name  and  nation  of  Germany.5’ 
— (Gibbon,  c.  xlix.)  This  was  the  origin  of  the  last  head  of 
Roman  empire,  entitled,  the  ‘  Germanic ,  or  Holy  Roman 
1  Empire ’ 

In  a.d.  1453,  the  surviving  second  head  of  Roman  empire, 
or  fifth  of  the  septenary  series ,  fell,  by  the  victorious  entrance 
of  the  Turks  within  the  pale  of  Christendom  ;  leaving  alone 
surviving,  the  seventh  and  last,  or  Germanic  head,  of  the 
prophetic  symbol. 

In  a.d.  1806,  the  Germanic,  or  last  head  of  Roman 
empire,  and  seventh  of  the  septenary  series ,  fell,  after  con¬ 
tinuing  854  years  from  the  year  a.d.  962;  and  thus,  the 
style  and  dignity  of  *  Roman  Emperor ,  Ccesar ,  and  Au - 
‘  yustus ceased,  and  became  obliterated  for  ever  from  the 
sight  of  Christendom,  after  having  held  the  preeminence  of 
rank  in  the  Christian  world,  by  universal  and  uninterrupted 
acknowledgment,  for  1849  years,  or  from  43  years  preceding 
the  birth  of  our  Lord. 

But,  this  termination  of  the  ‘  septenary  series’  left  an 
‘  eighth  ’  head  of  empire,  totally  distinct  and  alien  from  that 
series,  and  by  which  it  was  brought  to  its  termination.  That 
4  eighth ’  head  erected  itself  into  solitary  empire  only  two 
years  before  it  accomplished  the  fall  of  this  last  head  of  the 
connected  series.  “  On  the  second  day  of  December,  a.d.  1804, 
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44  Pius  VII.,  having  made  the  journey  from  Rome  to  Paris, 
44  anointed  Napoleon  in  the  cathedral  church  of  the  latter 
“  city :  the  new  emperor  placed  the  imperial  crown  on  his 
44  own  head  ;  and,  the  ceremony  being  concluded,  the  herald 
“  at  arms  proclaimed,  4  Le  tres  glorieux  et  tres  auguste 
4  Empereur  Napoleon,  Empereur  des  Francois,  est  couronne 
‘  et  intronise!  Vive  l’Empereur! — The  most  glorious  and 
4  august  Emperor  Napoleon,  Emperor  of  the  French ,  is 
4  crowned  and  enthroned!  Long  live  the  Emperor!’” — 
( Coronation  of  Napoleon.) 

On  the  Cth  of  August,  a.d.  1806,  the  last  of  the  German 
Ccesars  resigned,  and  so  extinguished,  the  ancient  imperial 
pre-eminence  of  Rome,1  at  the  demand  and  instance  of  the 
new  and  extraneous  Emperor  of  the  French;  yet,  forming 
with  him  a  mixture  or  union  of  bloods  (above,  p.  480):  which 
last,  being  the  first  and  last  head  of  his  own  new  empire, 
finally  fell,  after  a  short  survivance  of  about  ten  years,  on 
the  18th  of  June,  a.d.  1815,  and  disappeared,  for  ever,  from 
the  view  of  the  Christian  world. 

It  would  be  wholly  unavailing  to  allege,  that  the  prophecy 
describes  all  the  four  heads  of  4  Roman  empire  *  as  charac¬ 
tered  by  4  blasphemy ,’  whereas  the  last  three  here  presented, 
as  corresponding  eminences,  were  4  Christian  powers'  The 
prophetic  spirit*  thought  fit  to  affix  that  character  to  the 
Roman  dignity ,  before  these  last  appeared ;  and  if  these 
chose,  in  the  face  of  the  prophecy,  to  assume  and  invest 
themselves  with  a  dignity  so  charactered,  they  must  take  it 
with  the  character  so  affixed ;  for,  the  prophecy  was  not  to 
bend  itself  to  future  contingencies  resulting  from  the  vain 
and  ambitious  secular  policies  of  men. 

44  It  is  a  part  of  this  prophecy,”  observed  Sir  Isaac 
Newton,  44  that  it  should  not  be  understood  till  the  last  age 
44  of  the  world  ;  and,  therefore,  it  makes  for  the  credit  of  the 
“  prophecy,  that  it  is  not  yet  understood.  But,  if  the  last 

1  When  the  late  Head  of  the  House  of  Austria  thus  finally  extinguished  the 
imperial  name  of 4  Rome he  must  hare  fallen  back  to  his  hereditary  personal 
title  of  Archduke  of  that  principality  ;  but,  to  prevent  so  great  a  mortification 
and  degradation  to  so  ancient,  illustrious,  and  respected  a  House,  which  had  so 
long  borne  the  imperial  title,  the  sovereigns  of  Europe  willingly  consented  to 
acknowledge  the  Archduke  of  Austria  as  4  Emperor  *  of  Austria  ;  but,  no  longer 
in  the  same  extended  and  exalted  sense  in  which  that  diguity  had  previously 
been  borne. 
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“  age  of  opening  these  things  be  now  approaching,  as  it  seems 
“  to  he,  we  have  more  encouragement  than  ever  to  look  into 
“  these  things.  The  event ,  will  prove  the  Apocalypse.  The 
u  time  is  not  yet  come  for  understanding  them  perfectly, 
a  because  the  main  revolution  predicted  by  them,  is  not  yet 
“  come  to  pass.  The  signal  revolutions  predicted  by  the  holy 
“  prophets,  will  at  once  turn  men’s  eyes  upon  considering 
**  the  predictions,  and  plainly  interpret  them." — ( Proph .  of 
H.  Writ.  c.  vii.  viii.) 

It  is  for  the  Universal  Church,  now,  to  u  turn  its  eyes  to 
“  the  consideration  of  these  predictions and  to  ask  itself, 
with  solemn  reflection,  these  momentous  questions :  li  Whe- 
“  ther,  since  the  time  when  Sir  Isaac  Newton  delivered  that 
“  oracular  judgment,  any  ‘  signal  revolution  ’  has  occurred  in 
“  the  Christian  world,  which  appears  sufficiently  plain  to 
“  interpret  that  portion  of  them  which  constitutes  the  ‘  Sacred 
‘  Prophetic  KalendarV  ”  Whether  the  absolute  cessation, 
and  final  disappearance ,  of  the  pre-eminent  features  which 
have  hitherto  accompanied  the  progress  of  the  Christian 
age9,  is  to  be  regarded  a9  constituting  an  Indicatory  Crisis  ? 
For,  though  we  are  not  able  to  detect  a  *  day  ’  or  an  ‘  hour > 
we  are  required  to  be  sensible  of  the  characters  of  Time.1 


1  Luko,  xii.  58,  9  (56,  N.  7\). 
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CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  2,  His  servant  John.]  As  there  is  no  variation  in 
the  description  of  the  person  here  named,  in  any  of  the  MSS., 
the  cause  of  the  ancient  dissension  noticed  by  Birch  (above, 
p.  477),  respecting  his  identity,  can  be  ascribed  only  to  a 
defect  of  critical  attention  and  judgment  in  the  ages  in  which 
such  dissension  arose,  and  was  maintained.  It  is  not  possible 
for  an  individual  to  be  described  in  terms  more  exclusively 
appropriate  to  himself,  than  John,  the  Apostle  and  Evan¬ 
gelist ,  is  here  described.  It  was  the  John  “  who  bare  testi- 
u  mony  to  the  Word  of  God,  even  the  testimony  of  Jesus 
“  Christy  in  all  the  things  which  he  saw .”  Now,  we  have 
only  to  read  the  first  chapters  of  St.  John’s  Gospel,  and  of 
his  First  Epistle,  to  receive  a  conviction,  defying  all  the 
ingenuities  of  sophistry,  that  this  description  pertains  exclu¬ 
sively  to  that  apostle.  The  term  6  \oyot  —  ‘  the  Wordy  used 
as  the  designation  of  a  person ,  and  that  person  Jesus  Christy 
is,  as  Campbell  truly  observes,  “  an  idiomy  peculiar  to  the 
“  Apostle  John.'*  It  was  that  apostle,  alone,  who  witnessed 
and  testified  the  piercing  of  our  Lord’s  side  with  a  spear ; 
to  which  action,  special  reference  is  made  in  ver.  7  of  this 
chapter,  and  in  no  other  part  of  the  New  Scripturesf  except 
where  that  fact  is  recorded  ;  and,  the  same  sacred  writer, 
alone,  uses  the  word  a/'/xa  in  the  unusual  plural,  cc'/para, — 
*  bloods in  his  gospel,  ch.  i.  13,  and  in  cli.  xviii.  28,  of 
this  book.  We  cannot,  therefore,  doubt  of  the  ‘  John  9  here 
designed,  unless  we  renounce  the  critical  experience  which 
has  been  accumulated  on  this  age,  and  carry  our  judgment 
backward  to  the  point  of  time  when  that  experience  was  first 
beginning  to  accumulate. 

That  St.  John,  the  favourite  disciple  of  our  Lord,  and 
who  was  regarded  by  his  fellow -apostles  as  enjoying  our 
Lord’s  especial  confidence  (John,  xiii.  23-25),  should  have 
been  chosen  by  Him  as  the  depositary  of  His  last  prophetic 
communication,  is  as  probable  as  it  is  wholly  improbable, 
that  that  confidence  should  have  been  withheld  from  all  His 
selected  apostles,  and  have  been  reserved  for  an  individual 
totally  un known  to  the  Gospel  history,  and  barely  and 
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vaguely  known,  even  by  name,  to  the  history  of  the  early 
church. 

Ver.  4.  from  God ,  who  is,  $*c.]  aco  0soo,  6  uv :  Vat.  and 
Mosc.  MSS.  This  is  also  the  reading  of  the  Cod.  Vend.  10., 
of  which  Birch  says  ( Proleg .  p.  xx.)  “  Si  Vat.  1209  excipias, 
“  nullus  inter  reliquos  Codd.  MSS.,  a  me  examinatos  atque 
“  publicatos,  quoad  textum  Evv.,  tanti  ponderis  ac  dignitatis 
u  reperitur and  it  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  Vatican 
MS.  (1209  or  B)  does  not  contain  the  Apocalypse  (Pref. 
p.  50,  note).  Some  copies  have  changed  ©sou  to  rou,  and 
some  have  omitted  both  those  words,  reading  a-ro  6  ov.  But, 
the  former  reading  is  corroborated  by  a  parallel  construction 
in  the  next  verse,  rou  I.  Xp/ctcu,  6  paor ug ;  and  also  by  the  fact, 
that  the  designation  6  uv,  &c.  is  no  where  used  in  this  book, 
without  being  immediately  preceded  by  ©g os  or  Kuwog  (c.  i.  8, 
and  xi.  17.)  Dr.  Bloomfield  says;  “the  reading  ©sou,  is 
“  edited  injudiciously  by  Matthsi,  and  is  an  evident  gloss:” 
I  must  profess  my  dissent  to  both  these  propositions.  This 
learned  annotator  hesitates  on  the  reading,  and  gives  it 
thus,  aco  [rou]  o  uv ;  Scliolz  reads,  arro  6  wv,  omitting  both  ©sou 
and  rou. 

Ver.  7.  all  the  tribes  of  the  earth  will  wail  because  of 
Him.]  See  Pref.  p.  85,  and  annot.  to  Matth.  xxiv.  31. 
p.  171. 

Ver.  8.  the  Lord  God]  Kuo/og  6  ©gog: — Vat.  and  Mosc. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  9.  church  of  Smyrna .]  “  Of  all  the  cities  of  the 
“  Apocalypse  (observes  a  recent  learned  traveller),  Smyrna 
“  is  the  only  one  which  is  not  desolate.  There  was  no 
“  denunciation  of  the  removal  of  its  candlestick The  pro¬ 
phecy  did  not  speak  of  cities ,  but  of  churches ;  and  the  primi¬ 
tive  Lamp  i3  as  entirely  removed  from  Smyrna,  though 
flourishing  as  a  city,  as  from  the  six  cities  whjch  lie  in 
desolation. 


488 


ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  V. 


Ver.  15.  fornication  with  idols. ]  See  annot.  to  Acts,  xv. 
19.  p.  308. 

Ver.  16.  in  like  manner .]  bpoiug: — ■ Vat .  and  Mosc.  So 
also  the  Alex.  MS.;  the  philoponist  changed  oponog  to  6  /mh r&/, 
because  the  apostle  had  said,  at  v.  6,  d  {new. 

Ver.  22.  thy  wife  Jezebel.]  rr\v  ywcuxu  <rou  I.:  —  Vat.  and 
Mosc. 

Ver.  23.  yet  she  will  not  repent.]  xa /  ou  deXu  ^avoriuai : — 
Vat.  and  Mosc. 

Ver.  27.  until  I  open.]  ou  am£u  : — Vat.  and  Mosc. ; 
not  ou  av  as  in  the  rec.  text. 


CHAPTER  HI. 

Ver.  2.  which  thou  wast  about  to  cast  from  thee.]  d  epeWeg 
uvopaWeiv,  so  read  the  Vat.  and  Mosc.  MSS. :  not,  d  efieWet 
a-rodctwv,  as  the  rec .  text. 

Ver.  7.  no  one  shall  shut  it  but  he  who  openeth ;  and 
none  else  shall  open.]  oudsig  xXenrei  a uttjv  e/  fj,rj  6  avoiyuv,  xa i 
oudeig  avoi^ti. —  Vat.  and  Mosc. 

Ver.  18.  and  eye-salve,  that  thou  mayest  anoint .]  iva 
*7XZ,0P  r*  °*  a’  ,m  — Vat.  and  Mosc. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  1.  without.]  e%u>6evt  Vat.  and  Mosc.,  and  lastly, 
Scholz ;  not  oniafov,  as  the  rec.  text.  Matthsei  observes, 
“  onnsfov,  suspicor  nullius  esse  codicis.”  It  is  certain,  that 
Birch  found  it  in  no  copy.  Scholz  states,  that  o-m<skv  is  found 
in  several  copies  ;  but,  as  he  does  not  specify  them,  and 
yields  to  the  preponderating  testimony,  their  authority  can 
be  of  no  weight. 
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Ver.  3.  in  heaven  above.]  tv  ouf> avui  avui,  Vat.  and  il lose. — 
tv  ovgavy,  rec.  text.  (See  Pref.  p.  6*2). 

Ver.  8.  golden  cups.]  <pia\a;  xzvga$  :  —  Lat.  1  pliialas 
aureas.*  AViclif  rendered  '  violis whence  our  revisers, 
‘  vials.'  Johnson  explains  1  vial ‘  a  small  bottle,'  which  is 
its  only  signification  in  English;  whereas,  p/aXa,  ‘  phiala,’ 
signifies  ‘  cup ’  or  (  bowl.'  So  in  Num.  iv.  14,  where  our 
version  renders  ‘  bowls,  ’  the  Greek  translators  rendered 
<piu\a.$. —  (Pollux,  i.  28.  ipiaXai,  txrtwpara- — '  dr  in  king -cups.’) 
AVe  are  to  understand  p/aXa  with  this  sense,  in  all  the  sequel 
of  this  book ;  answering  to  the  1  cups  of  God's  wrath,  so 
often  mentioned  in  the  Old  Scriptures. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  3.  That  he  should  incense  the  prayers.]  or,  perfume 
them  with  the  incense'  —  iv  a  duty  ( aura,  ra  Ovpiapara)  ran; 
vgoetuxui;  :  not  ‘  offer  it  with  the  prayers'  See  Bloomfield’s 
note. 


Ver.  7.  and  the  third  part  of  the  earth.]  ro  rprov  m;  yy g, 
Vat.  and  Mosc.  This  clause  has  lapsed  from  the  more  recent 
MSS.,  and  is  therefore  omitted  in  the  rec.  text. 

Ver.  13.  an  Eagle  flying.]  a trog,  Vat.  and  Mosc.,  not 
a yytXog — ‘  angel:*  Bloomfield,  and  also  Scholz,  have  restored 
this  genuine  reading. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

Ver.  15.  the  four  angels  which  are  bound.]  AVe  may 
notice  here  the  peculiar  reading  of  the  Cod.  Guctyh.  C, 
pointed  out  by  Michaelis,  ( Introd .  vol.  ii.  p.  2G3,  and  n. 
Marsh,  p.  747),  which  MS.  reads  uvtpov;  —  'winds,'  for, 
uyyt?.ov; — 'angels.'  Coinp.  Ileb.  i.  7.  6  cotuiv  rou ;  ayytXoug 
uvrov  r-vtupura. 
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CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  6.  Time  shall  be  no  longer .]  This  foreshewn  period, 
determines  the  intrinsic  importance  of  all  things  whose 
values  are  wholly  dependent  on  the  continuance  of  Time; 
for,  however  great  those  values  may  be  while  time  continues , 
and  relatively  to  the  circumstances  of  Time ,  they  must  cease, 
for  ever,  when  1  Time  shall  be  no  longer When  the  heavenly 
indices  of  time  shall  disappear  from  creation,  what  value 
will  remain  to  our  present  science  of  Astronomy  ?  When  the 
Sea  shall  disappear,  what  will  avail  the  sciences  of  Naviga¬ 
tion?  When  the  Earth  shall  disappear,  what  will  he  the 
estimate  of  its /sciences  of  Mineralogy  and  Geology?  When 
the  Creator  shall  make  “  all  things  new,”  what  utility,  or 
what  credit  will  survive  to  the  richest  treasures  of  science 
of  things  become  old,  done  with,  and  put  out  of  creation? 
“  Since,  then,  all  these  things  will  be  dissolved,  what  manner 
“  of  persons  ought  we  to  be?”  (See  Annot.  to  2  Pet.  iii.  11. 
p.  459). 

Ver.  7.  the  mystery  of  God  shall  h e  finished.]  “  There  are 
“  (observes  the  Lord  Chancellor  Bacon)  three  times  (if  times 
“  they  may  be  called)  or  parts  of  Eternity  : 

“  The  first,  the  time  before  beginnings ,  when  the  Godhead 
“  was,  without  the  being  of  any  creature  : 

“  The  second,  the  time  of  4  the  Mystery ,’  which  conti- 
“  nueth  from  the  creation  to  the  dissolution  of  the  world  : 

“  And,  the  third,  the  time  of  the  Revelation  of  the  Saints 
“  of  God  ;  which  time  is  the  last ,  and  is  everlasting  without 
“  change.”  (Bacon’s  Works,  Theological). 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  3.  My  tico  Witnesses."]  In  this  figure  wc  see,  clearly, 
the  two  Covenants ,  of  the  4  Law  ’  and  of  the  ‘  Gospel com¬ 
bined  in  the  book  of  Holy  Scripture  ;  the  latter ,  confirmed 
by  the  secure  and  continued  establishment  of  that  Gospel , 
for  more  than  eighteen  hundred  years  ;  the  former,  confirmed 
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by  the  contemporaneous,  but  separate  subsistence  of  the 
Jewish  nation ,  continued  during  the  same  measure  of  time  : 
both,  *  Witnesses'  of  God,  and  mutually  confirming  each  other. 

Ver.  10.  those  two  prophets  tormented  them  that  inhabit 
the  earth.']  Such  ‘  torment ,*  is  the  manifest  and  notorious 
effect  of  the  presence  and  power  of  those  two  4  witnesses /  in 
all  who  strive  to  resist  and  overcome  their  testimony  ;  who 
exult  in  illusive  moments  of  apparent  success,  but  are  again 
exasperated  to  despair  by  their  repeated  experiences  of  the 
ini  potency  of  all  their  efforts  to  prevail  finally  against  them 
(see  Annot.  to  Matt.  xxiv.  31,  p.  171).  Nor  is  that  sense 
wholly  confined  to  those  who  openly  and  avowedly  deny  their 
testimony :  it  is  felt,  also,  as  a  perpetual  *  tormentum by 
those  who  vainly  labour  to  effect  an  impossible  compromise 
between  the  reception  and  rejection  of  their  testimony. 
Compare  ‘  tribes  of  the  earth *  Matt.  xxiv.  31,  Annot.  p.  171 ; 
and  c.  i.  7. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  3.  the  whole  earth  wondered ,  &c.]  See  above,  p.  482 ; 

“  the  dignity  of  Roman  Emperor ,  which  had  been  extin- 
<f  guished ,  since  the  year  476,  in  Rome ,  was  renewed  in  the 
“  person  of  Charlemagne  ;  and  Europe  dates  a  new  era  from 
“  the  restoration  of  the  Western  Empire —  Compare  this 
verse :  “  And  I  saw  one  of  its  heads ,  as  if  it  had  been  wounded 
“  to  death  ;  yet,  its  deadly  wound  was  healed :  and  the  whole 
“  earth  wondered  at  the  beast.” 

Ver.  5.  to  act.]  The  diversity  of  reading  in  this  verse, 
To7.efj.ov  T6ir,aai — ‘  to  make  war or  simply  co/Tjira/ — ‘  to  do,  or 
‘  act,  has  caused  some  question  as  to  the  interpretation. 
Matthad  has  retained  the  rec.  reading,  coXe/a ov  rrci^aui ;  on  the 
other  hand,  the  Ephr.  and  Alex.  MSS.  read  only  co/7j<ra/. 
The  sense  decides  for  the  latter  reading,  in  this  place,  to 
which  irokefMv  has  been  drawn  from  v.  7.  Scholz  accordingly 
omits  coXe/aov. 

Ver.  10.]  The  abridged  reference  to  Jerem.  xv.  ‘2.  con¬ 
tained  in  this  verse,  has  been  disordered  by  transcribers  % 
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during  the  long  series  of  dark  ages.  From  a  comparison  of 
the  Vat.  and  Mosc.  readings,  we  are  to  read  thus : 

Rev.  xiii.  10.  Jerem.  xv.  8.  LXX. 

ei  'rig  eig  aiy/LaXudiaVy  vrrayef  *o<foi  eig  Zavarov,  eig  da varov’  xai 
ei  rig  ev  fiayaigcty  bet  avrov  m  (La-  odoi  eig  (LayatgaVy  eig  (Layctigav‘ 
yai^i  axoxTavdrimu  xa /  oaoi  eig  Xi/lov ,  eig  Xi/lov'  xai 

odoi  eig  aiy/LaXudiavy  eig  aiy/za- 
Xuoiav. 

Ver.  11.  horns  like  a  lamb.]  xega ra  o/xo/a  agv/u>\ —  So  read 
the  Vat.  and  Mosc.  MSS.  without  Suo — *  two’  which  has 
been  added  under  the  error,  that  the  description  respected 
only  form :  whereas  it  chiefly  respected  power ,  and  intended 
to  represent  a  treacherous  appearance  of  harmlessness ;  as  is 
manifested  by  the  contrast,  44  buty  spake  as  a  dragon.”  It  is 
to  be  noted,  that  this  symbolic  figure  rose  in  power,  coinci¬ 
dentally  with  the  fall  of  the  sixth  symbolic  head  of  the  sep¬ 
tenary  series ,  or  third  of  Roman  Empire  (above,  p.  482,  3). 

t  4 

Ver.  14.  And  it  deceiveth  my  people .]  roug  e/Loug : — So 
read  the  Vat.  and  Mosc.  MSS.  This  important  specification, 
4  Mine /  which  is  essential  to  the  interpretation,  has  lapsed 
from  the  rec.  text,  and  is  still  excluded  by  Scholz.  *  Mine’ 
roug  efiougy  i.  e.  4  My  disciples’  or  4  My  church *  is  here  shewn 
to  be  those  who  avoided  or  escaped  the  deceptions  of  the 
4  False  Prophet ,’  which  acquired  Spiritual  Empire  at  this 
period  of  the  prophetic  prospect. 

Ver.  15.  and  to  give  breath.']  rrveu/La : — This  is  the  reading 
of  all  the  MSS.:  4  spiritum *  Vulg.  4  spirit Wiclif.  Our  re¬ 
visers  have  substituted  4  lifey  which  is  rather  interpretation 
than  translation.  The  prophecy  here  represents  the  1  False 
4  Prophet *  as  acquiring  a  power  to  reanimate  and  renew  the 
head  which  had  been  4  wounded  to  death  *  (v.  3  and  14)  :  com¬ 
pare  the  4  renewal  ’  and  1  reanimation  ’  of  the  Western  Head 
of  Roman  Empire  by  Leo.  (Above,  p.  482.) 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

Ver.  1.  the  Lamb  stood.]  to  a^viov  ( Vat.  and  Mosc.)  namely, 
4  the  Lamb ’  emphatically  described  throughout  the  book. 
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Not  4  a  Lamb,'  as  our  version  reads,  transmitting  Wiclif’s 
reading  4  a  lomb from  the  Latin  4  agnus,y  which  has  not  an 
article ;  and  not  collating  it  with  the  Greek. 

Yer.  7.  And  I  saw  an  angel — having  the  Everlasting 
Gospel ,  to  preach  to — every  nation  and  people."]  “  The  Gospel 
“  of  the  kingdom,”  9aid  our  Lord,  44  will  be  preached  in  all  the 
44  earth,  for  a  testimony  to  all  the  nations,  and,  then  will  the 
44  end  come  !*' — 44  The  signal  of  our  Lord’s  Advent,”  said 
“  Jerom  in  the  fifth  century,  44  is,  the  Gospel  having  been 
44  preached  in  all  the  earth ,  that  all  may  be  without  excuse ; 
“  and,  although  there  may  be  some  nation  which  has  not 
44  had  its  preacher,  yet  it  must  necessarily  have  gained  some 
44  knowledge  of  our  faith  from  the  nations  which  adjoin  it. 
44  — Signuin  Dominici  Adventus  est,  Evangelism  in  toto  orbe 
44  praidicari ,  ut  nullus  sit  excusabilis  ;  et  quanquam  aliqua 
44  gens  non  habuerit  prsedicatorem,  tamen  ex  vicinis  nation- 
“  ibus  opinionem  fidei  non  potest  ignorare.”  —  (In  Matt, 
xxiv.  14).  Let  us  duly  consider,  what  is  the  extent  of  that 
4 preaching, ’  at  the  present  day? 

Ver.  16,  19.  Harvest  of  the  earth — Vine  of  the  earth.] 
These  distinctive  representations  appear  to  regard,  severally, 
the  final  judgment  on  the  Gentiles ,  and  on  the  Jews;  of  the 
latter  of  which,  our  Lord  speaks  as  a  separate  transaction. 
(Compare,  Ps.  lxxx.  8,  Is.  v.  1-7,  and  Luke,  xxii.  29.) 


CHAPTER  XV. 

Ver.  1.]  The  Greek  wXayjj  in  this  verse,  as  p/aXa  in  v.  7, 
is  very  improperly  rendered  4  plague’  in  our  common  English 
text.  Wiclif  so  rendered  the  Latin  4  plaga and  his  revisers 
have  passed  those  terms,  without  critical  consideration  and 
correction.  (See  Pref.  p.  7,  and  Annot.  to  ch.  v.  8,  p.  489.) 

Ver.  2.]  The  Vat.  and  Mosc.,  also  Scholz,  have  not  the 
clause  of  the  rec.  text,  ez.  row  — ‘  over  his  mark ,’ 

which  is  not  contained  in  the  most  ancient  and  best  copies. 
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Ver.  7.  And  I  heard  the  Altar  say.]  xai  Tjx&yo-a  rov  dvoiut- 
T7)oiov  \tywrog :  —  So  read  the  Vat.  and  l\Iosc.y  also  Scholz. 
Some  of  the  later  copies  have  inserted  aXXou  ex — *  another 
from  the  altar,’  as  in  our  common  version.  This  addition 
will  have  arisen,  either  from  a  repugnance  to  admit  the 
figure  of  an  altar  speaking;  or,  from  following  the  Latin 
Vulgate,  which  reads,  “  audivi  alterum  ab  altari  dicentem 
which  last  reading  would  betray  an  early  confluence  of  two 
Latin  readings ; 

audivi  altare  dicens, 
audivi  ah  altari  dicentem; 

from  whence,  i  audivi  alterum  ab  altari — 

Ver.  14.  The  kings  of  the  whole  inhabited  earth.]  ry; 
or/.ovfievi js  oki\ g:  —  So  the  Vat.  and  Mosc.y  also  Scholz.  The 
rcc.  text  reads,  rrt $  yi\g  xai  rrtg  o/xou/x.oX.,  which  shews  a  con¬ 
fluence  of  two  readings — yr,$  and  oixovptvrig. 

Ib.  the  battle  of  that  day.']  This  figurative  battley  which 
the  apostle  describes  again  in  c.  xx.  7,  denotes  the  terminating 
conflict  of  the  spirits  of  men  with  the  revelations  of  God;  the 
issue  of  which  conflict,  will  “  finish  ”  and  solve  the  long  con¬ 
tinued  “  Mystery”  of  the  divine  government  of  this  visible 
system,  by  rendering  the  ‘  Kingdom  of  the  World'  overtly 
and  experimentally  to  all,  the  ‘  Kingdom  of  God  and  of 
‘  his  Christ ,  who  will  thenceforth  reign  for  ever  and  ever’ 
The  adverse  army,  explains  itself  to  signify  the  universal 
host  of  all  that  portion  of  mankind  whose  spirits  stand  in 
hostile  array  against  the  ‘  Word  of  God ;  whether  in  apos¬ 
tasy ,  as  the  rebelling  Jews  and  deserters  from  the  Gospel; 
or  in  imposture ,  as  the  various  corrupters  of  the  true  faith  ; 
or  in  disbelief  and  rejection  of  God's  communications  to  man, 
as  the  indiscriminate  body  of  disbelievers.  The  victory, 
which  will  certainly  terminate  that  great  conflict,  is  thus  set 
before  the  view  of  the  church,  that  those  who  join  its  hosts 
may  be  emboldened  to  await  the  struggle,  under  a  certainty 
of  ultimate  triumph  ;  and  that,  when  they  see  these  things 
4  beginning  to  come  to  pass /  that  they  may  “  look  up,  and  lift 
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“  V])  their  heath,  ’  in  full  assurance  that  “  their  redemption 
**  draweth  nigh  But,  because  that  great  conflict  is  here 
represented  under  the  popular  figure  of  a  “  battle we  are 
not  therefore  to  infer,  that  it  will  be  attended  with  all  the 
sensible  circumstances  and  accompaniments  of  an  earthly 
warfare  :  t{  For ,  the  weapons  of  God’s  warfare  are  not 
“  carnal ,  but  are  mighty .  to  the  demolishing  of  resistances  ; 
“  demolishing  every  high  thing  that  exalte th  itself  against 
“  the  hnowledge  of  God,  and  bringing  every  thought  into 
“  captivity  to  the  obedience  of  Christ.”  (2  Cor.  x.  4,  5.) 
The  conflict  may  even  now  be  engaged ,  since  all  the  previous 
prophetic  Heads  of  Empire  have  ceased  on  the  earth ;  and, 
no  one  can  pretend  to  know  *  the  day  and  the  hour *  when 
the  conquest  will  be  achieved,  and  the  Conqueror  appear: 
for,  Ilis  manifestation  may  only  take  place  at  the  moment 
when  He  shall  have  consummated  His  victory.  It  behoves 
us,  therefore,  to  look  continually,  with  attentive  observation, 
for  symptoms  or  notices  of  these  things;  and  to  question 
ourselves,  whether  any  such  notices  actually  seem  to  reveal 
themselves  to  our  discernment,  in  the  present  novel  and 
widely  disordered  condition  of  the  foundations  of  the  Christian 
world  ?  And,  if  they  do,  to  marshal  ourselves  quickly  in  the  ^ 
ranks  of  the  assured  Victor ;  and  anticipate,  writh  humble 
exultation,  the  approaching  spectacle  of  His  final  triumph. 

Ver.  16.  called  in  Hebrew,  Ar-Magedon.]  The  MSS.  are 
so  nearly  balanced  between  the  readings  Ag/xayeSwi',  A^/xa- 
ys&duv,  and  Mayeduv,  that  I  have  adopted  the  former  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  the  reading  of  the  Alex.  MS.  which 
is  the  oldest  surviving  copy  of  the  Apocalypse.  Matthau 
decided  on  Maytduv,  on  the  following  characteristic  criticism  : 

“  Tam  quia  praestantiores  Codd.  habent  Mayeduv,  quam  quia 
“  Hieronymus,  forte  ex  Origine ,  probavit  Armageddon,  probo 
“  Ma ytbm”  Scliolz,  nevertheless,  reads  Aepuyedu v. 


CHAPTER  XVII. 

Ver.  9.  will  wonder,  when  they  see  that  the  beast  that 
was,  and  is  not,  will  yet  be.]  Compare  c.  xiii.  3,  p.  492. 
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Ib.  will  yet  be .]  bn  jjy  to  xtu  o ux  iffn,  xoli 

Kupisrou  :  —  this  is  the  concurrent  reading  of  the  Vat.  and 
Mosc.  MSS. ;  and  it  is  at  this  place  that  Matthau  makes  his 
remark  quoted  above  (p.  476)  on  the  correspondence  of  his 
results  with  those  of  Birch.  It  is  also  the  reading  of  most  of 
the  anc .  versions.  The  rec.  text  reads  xaicrtg  e<snv,  from  an 
unskilful  division  of  the  ancient  uncial  writing  by  some  early 
small-letter  copyist.  (Pref.  p.  67.) 

Ver.  12.  distinct  from  the  seven.]  ex  rwv  e-rra  : —  ex,  has 
here  the  sense  of  egw — ‘  out  of’  i.  e.  not  included  in  the 
i  septenary  sei'ies.’  (Viger.) 

Ver.  16.  the  ten  horns — and  the  beast.]  xo u  to  6r,yo\>: — 
Vat.  and  Mosc.,  not  ec/  ro  0.,  as  in  the  rec.  text,  which  alters 
the  prophetic  figure.  The  prophecy  describes  a  paramount 
power  represented  by  the  wild  beast,  and  certain  dependent 
powers  represented  by  its  horns.  In  this  verse,  it  states  the 
proceedings,  not  of  the  dependent  powers  only,  as  the  rec. 
reading  would  alter  the  figure,  but  of  those  powers  in  union 
with  their  chief. 


CHAPTER  XVIII. 

Ver.  6.  repay  to  her  the  same  measure.]  aurp 

c/«7rXa  : — For  the  true  meaning  of  this  phrase,  see  Annot.  to 
Matt,  xxiii.  14,  p.  161. 

Ver.  13.  and  of  bodies  and  souls  of  men.]  xa/  auparuv  xat 
avQgwxav: — So  read  all  the  MSS.:  our  version  renders 
awpuTwv,  *  slaves ;  the  cause  of  which  rendering  should  be 
assigned.  The  Latin  Vulg.  renders  ‘  mancipiorum ,  et  ani- 
‘  marum  hominum  ’  which  Wiclif  rendered,  *  and  of  servauntes 
1  and  othire  lyves  of  men  *  His  revisers,  adhering  to  the 
Latin  version,  thought  1  slaves  ’  a  closer  interpretation  of 
‘  mancipiorum than  4  servauntes,’  though  the  Greek  ha9  no 
word  to  sanction  it ;  but,  they  rendered  ‘  animarum  ’ — ‘souls:’ 
not  ‘  lives,’  as  Wiclif. 
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Ver.  18.  all  who  voyage  to  the  place.]  cr ag  6  totov 
•rXewv:  —  So  read  the  Vat.  and  Mosc.  and  the  Alex.  MSS. 
The  rec.  text  reads,  vag  rwv  tXokjv  6  ofuXog.  Here,  bfxiXog  is 
plainly  a  modern  *  Italic  insertion .’  Bloomfield  observes : 
4<  o  o/xiXog  after  orXo iuv  has  but  slender  authority,  and  is  evi- 
“  dently,  as  Mattliari  and  others  suppose  it,  from  the  margin, 
“  notwithstanding  the  learned  demur  made  by  Bishop  Mid- 
“  dleton.”  The  word  rcrov,  has  manifestly  the  same  meaning 
here,  as  in  Acts  xxvii.  2,  where  see  Annot. 

Ver.  24-26.]  Of  a  state  of  absolute  desolation,  similar  to 
that  which  is  60  awfully  and  graphically  described  in  these 
three  verses,  the  Christian  world  has  long  had  examples  be¬ 
fore  its  view,  in  the  sites  of  Babylon  and  Palmyra.  Another 
example,  hitherto  withheld  from  the  Christian  eye,  has  been 
recently  revealed  to  the  present  generation,  through  the  instru¬ 
mentality  of  Mr.  Irby  and  his  adventurous  associates ;  and, 
lastly,  in  minute  detail,  through  the  perseverance  of  M. 
Laborde ;  in  the  ruins  of  the  city  of  *  Petra,*  the  ancient 
capital  of  Idumaea.  The  prophecies  of  this  desolation,  pro¬ 
claimed  by  Jeremiah  and  Obadiah,  and  cited  by  those  tra¬ 
vellers  from  our  English  version  of  these  prophets,  present 
themselves  with  greater  force  in  the  version  of  the  Greek 
interpreters,  who  were  living  in  Alexandria  while  Petra  was 
still  flourishing : 

Jerem.  xlix.  7,  16,  17.  rr,  ibovfxatcL  radt  Xtytt  K ug/og — tra/xia 
zagbiag  cov  zn reXvae  TPTMAAIA2  IIETPHN — xa/  etjrai  tj  Ibu/xa/a 
EI2  ABATON*  rrag  6  Tagot'Toeevo/xevog  ex  a vtt)v  ffvgiet. 

Obad.  3.  v<r tg7jf>av/a  rr{g  xagbiag  <roy  etrrjge  at  xaraffxtjvouvrct  tv 
TCtig  OITA12  TXtN  IIETPHN*  v^uv  xaroiziav  avrov,  Xtyuv,  rig 
zara£ei  /xt  ; 

Here,  what  our  translators,  who  were  inscient  of  the 
place,  have  rendered  4  clefts  of  the  rock,*  which  would  only 
convey  an  idea  of  natural  fissures  and  cavities,  are  explained 
by  the  Alexandrian  contemporaries,  to  denote  artificial  per¬ 
forations  and  excavations,  forming  the  chambers  represented 
to  us  by  M.  Laborde. 

Ver.  28.  the  bloods.]  aifxara,  in  the  plural,  is  the  reading 
of  the  Vat .  and  Mosc.  MSS.  It  is  a  reading  demanding 
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peculiar  attention,  from  its  being  used  by  the  same  evangelist 
in  his  gospel,  c.  i.  13,  and  by  no  other  sacred  writer.  The 
Latin  renders  4  sanguis *  in  the  singular,  because  a  plural 
4  sanguines'  is  adverse  to  the  genius  of  that  language.  It  is 
adverse  also  to  the  pure  Greek,  unless  in  poetry.  Valpy 
cites  a  gloss  aiparuv,  on  iEschyl.  Again,  v.  1487  (p.  1503). 
Though  the  Alex.  MS.  reads  aipa  in  the  singular,  yet  the 
testimonies  for  aipara  are  so  prevailing,  both  in  authority 
and  number,  as  to  render  it  probable  that  the  Alex,  copyist, 
like  most  of  our  modern  editors,  wrote  a\pa  as  a  correction 
of  ai par  a..  Burton  subjoins  in  a  note, 4  lege  at  par  a'  Matthau, 
and  also  Scholz,  has  restored  the  reading  aipara .  Bloomfield 
does  not  notice  this  plural  reading,  in  this  place,  though  he 
duly  notices  it  in  John,  i.  13.;  and  cites  from  Euripides  — 
aWm  r%a<pttq  a<f>  at  par  m  (Ion.  693). 


CHAPTER  XIX. 

Ver.  3.  the  fine  linen  is  the  justification  of  the  saints. 
Not  their  4  righteousness as  our  version  renders,  but  their 
clearance  from  all  stain  and  imputation  of  sin,  or  guilt; 
which  absolute  discharge  will,  indeed,  restore  them  to  the 
righteousness  with  which  God  created  man  4  in  His  own 
4  image a  4  righteousness ,’  affording  no  ground  for  self - 
applause  to  man,  but  an  everlasting  ground  for  his  self- 
abasement,  gratitude,  and  admiration.  See  Annot.  to  Matt, 
p.  130,  and  2  Pet.  iii.  13.  p.  460.  Compare  the  4  marriage - 
4  garment ,’  Matt.  xxii.  11. 

Ver.  5.  who  hold  the  testimony .]  The  best  Vat.  MSS. 
have  not  rov  ir,tov — 4  of  Jesus,'  though  Matthzei  adopts  it 
from  his  Mosc.  copies. 

Ver.  12.  the  great  Supper  of  God.]  rov  dewov  rov  piya v 
rou  0. —  Vat.  and  Mosc. ;  not  ro  hurtvov  rov  piya\ov  0.,  as  iii 
the  received  text. 


Ver.  15,  1G.  the  Wild-beast — and  with  him  the  False - 
prophet — these  tico.~\  That  one  of  these  may  be  the  same  as 
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the  1  man  of  iniquity  —  the  son  of  perdition,’  mentioned  by  St. 
Paul  in  2  Thess.  ii.  3,  appears  probable ;  but,  as  has  been 
already  observed  on  that  place,  “  the  fact  that  is  to  resolve 
44  this  point,  is  still  in  futurity.” 


CHAPTER  XX. 

Ver.  2.  and  Satan,  he  who  deceivetk  the  whole  inhabited 
earth.]  6  rrXamv  r^v  o/xou/xevtjv  6\t,v  :  Vat.  and  Mosc.  The  re¬ 
ceived  text  has  not  this  clause. 

Ver.  4.  lived  and  reigned  with  Christ  a  thousand  years.] 
“  The  evangelist  (well  observes  Augustin)  used  the  term 
4  thousand  years  ,*  to  signify  all  the  remaining  years  of  this 
t(  earthly  system ;  marking  by  a  round  or  complete  number , 
44  the  completion  of  Time. — Mille  annos  pro  annis  omnibus 
44  hujus  saeculi  posuit,  ut  perfecto  numero  notaretur  ipsa  Tern- 
44  poris  plenitudo.”  ( Be  Civitate  Dei,  and  xx.  c.  7.)  And 
this  judgment  is  corroborated  by  those  mystical  thousand 
years  concluding  with  the  second  or  general  resurrection, 
when  4  Time  shall  be  no  longer .’  The  first  resurrection,  there¬ 
fore,  implies  that  blessed  and  immediate  transition  4 front 
4  death  intd  life /  declared  and  promised  by  our  Lord  to  all  his 
disciples,  in  John,  v.  24,  xi.  25,  26,  and  expressly  to  the  re¬ 
pentant  malefactor,  in  Luke  xxiii.  41 ;  and  to  which  St.  Paul 
directs  his  aspiration,  in  Philipp,  i.  23.  To  that  4  first  resur- 
4  rection /  all  those  have  4  blessedly'  attained,  who  have  4  died 
4  in  the  Lord'  (c.  xiv.  14.)  Yet,  these  are  the  same  thousand 
years  which  a  carnal  imagination  has  corrupted  into  various 
modes  of  an  earthly  4  millennium ,’  retaining  all  the  circum¬ 
stances  of  time  and  temporal  splendour  which  are  most 
attractive  to  such  an  imagination.  (See  Annot.  to  1  Thess.  iv. 
5,  p.  404.)  The  4  millennium ’  among  Protestants,  is  a  doc¬ 
trine  answering,  in  point  of  evidence,  to  ‘  purgatory ’  among 
the  Romanists. 

Ver.  5.  this  is  the  first  resurrection.]  The  intermediate 
clause  of  the  common  text,  44  but  the  rest  of  the  dead  lived 
44  not  again  until  the  thousand  years  were  finished is  un- 
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known  to  the  best  Vat.  and  Muse.  MSS.;  and  betrays  a 
marginal  inference  of  some  glossist,  which  has  been  drawn 
into  the  text.  It  is  excluded  from  the  text  by  Matthau,  in 
his  second  edition,  though  he  had  given  it  within  brackets, 
in  his  first  edition.  In  this  last,  (1785),  he  had  said,  “  ne 
“  audacior  viderer ,  tantum  modo  inclusi  but,  in  his  edition 
of  1807,  after  long  consideration  and  extended  collation,  he 
says,  “  a  principio,  hujus  versus  in  prima  editione  incluserani 
“  haec  verba,  o!  de  Xo/<ro/,  &c. :  ea  jam,  plurium  et  proborum 
“  Codd .  auctoritate,  prorsus  excludo.”  In  this  decision,  he 
was  further  strengthened  by  Birch’s  collations :  “  oi  Xo/co/, 
“  &c.  desunt  in  Vatt.  1 136. 1 160.  Pio.  Vat.  50.  Alex.  Vat.  68.” 
The  clause,  however,  is  read  in  the  Alex.  MS.,  and  is  retained 
by  Scliolz.  Neither  Burton  nor  Bloomfield  notice  the  doubt¬ 
ful  character  of  the  clause.  The  question  of  its  admission  or 
rejection,  rests  on  the  following  grounds.  Its  admission,  is 
urged  on  the  ground,  that  it  might  have  lapsed  from  the 
numerous  copies  that  contain  it  not,  through  the  ofioior. — 
%/X/a  err),  yjKta.  err) ;  and  that  it  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  hold 
the  place  it  has  acquired  in  the  A  lex.  and  rec.  text.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  found  to  be  absent  from  so  many  good  copies 
widely  dispersed,  that  its  absence  from  all  these  cannot  well 
be  ascribed  to  an  inadvertency  in  any  single  copy.  These 
balanced  accounts  acquire  a  determination  from  the  following 
clause,  u\j7i\  7}  cimaraffis  r\  rrgettrr, — *  this  i9  the  first  resurrection ; 
which  plainly  refers  immediately  to  the  preceding  clause, 
from  which  it  is  severed  by  the  intrusive  clause  in  question, 
to  which  last  it  cannot  pertain.  Thus  circumstanced,  Matthsei 
has  taken  the  most  prudent  course,  of  excluding  it  from  his 
text ;  whose  example  1  have  followed  in  this  revision. 

“  Of  the  two  resurrections  (observes  Augustin,  loc.  cit.), 
“  St.  John  has  so  expressed  himself  in  his  1  Apocalypse that 
“  the  first,  not  being  rightly  apprehended  by  some  amongst 
“  us,  has  been  perverted  into  some  ridiculous  fictions.  —  De 
“  his  duabus  resurrectionibus ,  idem  Johannes  evangelista,  in 
“  libro  qui  dicitur  Apocalypsis,  eo  modo  locutus  est,  ut  earum 
“prima,  a  quibusdam  nostris  non  intcllecta,  insuper  etiam  in 
“  quasdam  ridiculas  fabulas  vertaretur.”  See  Annot.  to  Luke, 
xxiii.  41,  and  1  Thess.  iv.  5. 

Ver.  12.  the  sea  gave  up  the  dead  which  were  in  it;  and 
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death  and  the  grave  gave  up  the  dead  which  were  in  them.] 
There  is  something  so  remarkable  in  the  parallel,  distinction, 
and  distribution,  here  presented,  and  in  the  priority  assigned 
to  4  the  dead  which  are  in  the  sea  /  that  these  can  hardly 
be  supposed  to  relate  to  the  casualties,  however  numerous, 
which  occasionally  befall  navigators  on  the  existing  ocean ; 
and  which  bear  no  proportion  or  analogy  to  the  accumulated 
mass  of  mankind,  which  the  established  progress  of  human 
life  is  daily  aud  hourly  bringing,  by  entire  generations,  to 
their  termination  in  the  grave .  To  find  a  parallel  in  the 
former,  which  shall  bear  both  prioritg  and  analogy  to  the 
latter,  we  must  look  to  St.  Peter’s  record  (2  Ep.  iii.  6,  7.)  : 
44  The  world  that  then  was,  being  overflowed  with  water, 
44  perished ;  but,  the  heavens  and  the  earth  which  are  now , 
“  are  reserved  for  fire,  &c.”  It  is,  therefore,  the  accumulated 
generations  of  4  the  earth  which  then  was ,’  (from  the  creation 
of  man  to  the  catastrophe  of  the  deluge)  now  submerged  in 
its  bed,  which  the  4  sea *  will  4  give  up;  while  the  *  grave ’ 
will  give  up  all  those  consigned  to  the  present  earth ,  from  the 
renovation  of  the  human  race  until  its  absolute  termination. 
Here  we  find  proportionate  analogy,  and  the  true  priority  of 
the  former  in  the  order  of  succession.  And  it  will  be  per¬ 
tinent  to  notice  an  ancient  Jewish  tradition,  preserved  by  a 
pious,  though  uninspired  writer  of  that  nation,  who,  in  re¬ 
verting  to  the  Mosaical  record  of  the  creation,  thus  describes 
the  formation  of  the  sea:  44  Upon  the  third  day,  Thou  didst 
44  command  that  the  waters  should  be  gathered  into  the 
44  seventh  part  of  the  earth  :  six  parts  Thou  didst  dry  up J' — 
(2  Esdras.  vi.  42.)  If  we  look  now  on  a  globe,  or  map,  of 
the  earth,  we  shall  perceive,  that  the  actual  relative  pro¬ 
portions  of  land  and  sea  are  very  nearly  the  exact  reverse  of 
those  here  assigned  to  them  at  their  first  distribution.  And, 
the  transfer  of  the  human  race  to  a  new  oixov/isvri,  or  44  hahi- 
44  table  portion”  of  the  surface  of  the  terrestrial  sphere,  would 
necessarily  have  caused  a  corresponding  transfer  of  the  phe¬ 
nomena  of  the  constellations  (as  to  navigators  who  sail  to 
another  hemisphere) ;  presenting  to  the  survivors,  the  ap¬ 
pearance  of  4  other  heavens'  than  those  to  whose  signs  they 
had  been  accustomed,  and  therefore,  the  optical  effect  of 
the  destruction  of  the  latter,  as  of  the  earth  that  had 
perished. 
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Ver.  I.  a  new  heaven  and  a  new  earth.]  This  was  a  fore¬ 
sight,  vouchsafed  to  the  evangelist,  of  the  *  new  heaven  and 
*  new  earth ’  anticipated  by  St.  Peter  (2  Ep.  iii.  13.);  of  the 
1  future  earth *  adverted  to  by  St.  Paul  (Heb.  ii.  5.) ;  of  the 
‘ paternal  country  ’  foreseen  and  hailed  by  the  patriarch  ;  and 
of  the  ‘  city  of  the  Living  God  ’  (lb.  xi.  14-16,  xii.  22),  which 
will  form  the  eternal  habitation  of  those  who  shall  have  at¬ 
tained  to  the  ‘first  resurrection ’  above  described  (p.  499). 

Ver.  8.  To  him  that  overcometh,  I  will  give  these  things .] 
butiu  aura/  raura.  Vat.  and  Mosc .• — not,  xX/j^oyo/^tfE/  rtuvra,  as 
in  the  rec.  text,  or  ‘  shall  inherit  all  things /  as  in  our  version. 


Ver.  9.  the  fearful.]  “  Perfect  love  casteth  out  fear,  for, 
“fear  hath  torment ,”  says  St.  Paul;  those,  therefore,  in 
whom  fear  will  finally  prevail,  are  shewn,  by  the  associates 
here  annexed,  to  be  those  only  in  whom  the  expelling  prin¬ 
ciple  will  have  no  existence. 


Ver.  25.  and  the  nations  shall  walk,  &c.]  The  Vat.  and 
Mosc.  MSS.  read  this  verse  as  in  xhe  first  of  these  columns: 


l. 

xai  rttgiTCiTeovai  ra  tOv?j  bia 
rov  <purog  uvrrjg'  xai  oi  (SafiXtig 
T7)g  y^g  ptgovaiv  aurc/j  do^av  xai 
ri/LTjv  ruv  edvuv  tig  ciurtjv. 


2,  or  rec. 

xai  ra,  tdv7)  ruv  Hu^ofttvuv  tv 
rip  pun  aurTjg  cregmtrTj tfoua'i*  xai 
oi  (3a<fi\eig  rtjg  yri$  (ptgovtii  rag 
bo^ug  xai  ri)v  n/Mrjv  anruv  tig 
aorTjv. 


The  former,  is  also  the  reading  of  the  Alex.,  and  fifteen 
other  MSS.  cited  by  Wetstein,  of  the  Lat.  Arm.  Copt.  Ethiop . 
and  Syr.  versions;  and,  on  these  and  further  testimony,  is 
adopted  by  Scliolz.  The  latter  has  no  higher  authority  than 
Erasmus’  printed  text,  digested  by  himself  from  his  scanty 
materials.  (See  above,  p.  476).  Scbolz  adds,  “  Recepta  est 
“  ex  Andrece  Scholiis.’' — avru  is  probably  an  ancient  erratum 
for  aurou — ‘  there 


Ver.  27.  and  they  shall  bring  the  glory  and  honour  of 
the  nations,  that  they  may  enter  into  it.]  Ua  tict\&u<u  : — Vat. 
and  Mosc.  This  last  clause  is  not  in  the  rec.  text;  but  it  is 
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confirmed  by  the  contrast  of  xa /  t-u  fin  neeXfh j  which  iimnedi- 
ately  follows. 

Ver.  29  (c.  xxii.  1.  rec.  text) — in  the  middle  of  its  open 
place.]  We  are  thus  to  divide  this  paragraph :  xa/  ehe^t  fioi 
Korafiov  udtxros  tyn;,  Xa/MTgw  d>s  xovGraWov,  ev  fieisu)  rqg  crhurticig 
auras’  xa/  rou  xorafiou  evreuOev  xa/  exeiOev,  £uXov  <£ojtj£.  All  tile 
anc.  copies  read  evrevdsv  xa/  exeiOev,  not  evrev&ev  xa/  evrsuhv  US 
the  rec.  text.  —  xaOcieov — pure!  in  the  rec.  text,  has  been 
intruded  for  illustration :  it  is  not  found  in  the  best  Vat. 
and  Mosc.  MSS.  Though  £uXov  is  put  in  the  singular,  tmuft v 
xa/  exude? — ezaarov  imply  its  continuity  or  repetition  along  the 
banks  of  the  river. — rrXarua,  sc.  o&ut  or  ^wga  (sub.) — ‘  way  or 
‘  space:* — 1  open  place,  Parkh.  Pollux  unites,  ixirodgofioi  — 

*  horse-courses,*  Xewpogoi — ‘  public  ways,'  aiua^Xaro/ — 1  carriage- 
‘  drives ,'  crXare/a/ — ‘  broad  or  open  spaces' — crXare/a  is,  there¬ 
fore,  not  to  he  understood  in  the  restrictive  sense  of  ‘  street ,* 
but  in  the  ampler  sense  of  the  English  *  square or  French 
‘  Grande  Place* 

Ver.  30.  and  on  either  side  of  the  river ,  the  tree  of  life ,  &c.] 
Matthffii’s  comment  on  this  passage,  though  accurate  in  one 
point,  is  defective  in  the  rest.  He  correctly  refers,  ev  (Lieu 
rr, ;  Parent;  avrn;,  to  the  preceding  sentence,  from  which  it 
has  been  unskilfully  severed  and  joined  to  the  succeeding. 
But,  in  interpreting  both  the  contexts  together,  his  criticism 
is  unsound.  “  The  subject,”  he  says,  “  is  i  cora/ios,  therefore, 
u  the  predicate,  didovui  xag roos — *  yielding  fruit,*  is  not  to  be 
“  referred  to  £yXw — 1  the  tree,  but,  to  crora/tw — 1  the  river* 
“  But,  how  can  a  river  yield  fruit  ?  namely  (as  Andreas  ob- 
“  serves)  by  supplying  it  with  moisture,  that  is,  by  watering 
“  the  adjoining  trees:  thus,  we  may  read  a cod/Sous:”  i.  e. 
instead  of  the  common  reading,  arzobibow.  Now,  the  terms, 
voniv  and  aTofa&ovat  xccgTov,  are  ]>eculiarly  appropriated  to 
plants;  and  the  Alex.  MS.  reads  atoMouv.  Though  the 
majority  of  junior  MSS.  read  am&Soys,  we  have  not  that 
reading  from  any  uncial  MS.:  and,  because  it  is  contrary  to 
grammar,  Erasmus,  with  equal  error,  changed  it  to  acod/<Wra, 
in  his  first  three  editions.  Stephens,  in  his  third  edition, 
restored  axooidovv.  Matthrei  has  also  another  fanciful  inter¬ 
pretation ;  that  /ir,va — ‘  month,*  here  signifies  a/auros — 1  year* 
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Interim  intelligo,  ex  fijjva,  vocabulum  eviavrog :  id  durum 
“  esse,  ipse  video  (1st  ed.).”  “In  priore  editione,  ex  yagm, 
“  intellexeram  met urog,  quod  nec  nunc  prorsus  absurdum 
<f  censeo  (2d  ed.) I  must  altogether  dissent  from  the  learned 
critic,  in  both  his  editions ;  the  1  monthly  produce  is  designed 
in  the  prophecy  to  contrast  with  the  ‘  annual *  returns  of  the 
existing  order  of  the  present  earth. 


CHAPTER  XXII. 

Ver.  6.  the  Lord  God  of  the  spirits  of  the  prophets.] 
K.  6  0.  TvtofLaruv  rw  ‘rgop.  Vat .  and  Mosc.  Comp.  1  Cor. 
xiv.  32,  33. 

lb.  o  bixaiog,  bixaioawqv  rttnrfia.ro  err  6  be  tiytog,  ayiatrOriro  tn. 
Vat.  and  Mosc.  The  rec.  text  reads,  $/xa/«0jjro  en — ‘let 
‘  him  remain  justified ,’  which  is  also  the  sense  of  btxatoe^i 
vo/Tjffuro;  as  where  it  said,  “  lieep  fast  that  which  thou  hold- 
“  est c.  iii.  11.  (See  Pref.  p.  81,  and  note,  p.  463). 

Ver.  10.  See  Annot.  to  John,  x.  8,  p.  273. 

Ver.  15.  his  portion  of  the  tree  of  life.']  urro  rou  guXou  rn; 

: — Vat.  and  Mosc.,  not  a rro  fiifix ov  rn;  £.,  as  in  the  rec.  text. 
Bloomfield  has  adopted  the  former  reading  in  his  text,  from 
Matthau ;  yet,  his  note  relates  wholly  to  the  reading  which 
he  rejects. 

Ver.  16.  Surely,  I  come  quickly.]  “  In  an  hour  when  ye 
“  think  not,  the  Son  of  Man  cometh.  As  it  was  in  the  days 
“  of  Noah,  so  also  will  it  be  in  the  days  of  the  Son  of  Man  : 
“  they  eat ,  they  drank,  they  married,  they  were  given  in 
4<  marriage,  until  the  day  that  Noah  entered  into  the  ark, 
u  and  the  flood  came  which  destroyed  them  all.  Likewise, 
“  also,  as  it  was  in  the  days  of  Lot ;  they  eat,  they  drank , 
“  they  bought ,  they  sold,  they  builded,  they  planted;  but,  in 
u  the  day  that  Lot  went  out  of  Sodom,  it  rained  fire  and 
“  brimstone  from  heaven,  and  destroyed  them  all.  The  same 
“  will  be  in  the  day  when  the  Son  of  Man  shall  be  revealed ; 
“for,  it  will  come,  as  a  snare ,  on  all  who  dwell  on  the  face 
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“  of  the  whole  earth.”  A  *  snare /  to  consist  in  the  sudden 
interruption  of  the  most  promising  speculations  on  the  con¬ 
tinuance,  and  prospective  improvements,  of  the  circumstances 
of  this  globe. 

Ver.  17.  Amen/]  Our  version  assigns  this  word  to  our 
Lord’s  speech ;  but,  as  it  is  an  Hebrew  expression  of  assent 
(1  Cor.  xiv.  16),  and  is  immediately  interpreted  into  Greek, 
nai-£^ou,  it  is  evidently  the  response  of  the  evangelist. 

Ib.  be  with  all  the  saints.]  navrwv  rm  aytuv :  Vat.  and 
Mosc. ;  not  navruv  ufiuv,  as  in  the  rec.  text. 


CONCLUSION. 

Scholz,  in  the  Preface  to  his  6econd  volume,  published 
in  this  year,  1836,  announces,  that  the  prefects  of  the  Vatican 
Library  have  at  length  determined  to  gratify  a  desire  long 
entertained,  by  printing  a  ‘ facsimile *  of  the  *  Vatican 
‘  Manuscript ,'  in  the  manner  of  those  of  the  *  Beza’  and 
‘  Alexandrian  9  MSS.,  published  by  Kipling  and  Woide:  — 
(t  Codicem  B,  ceri  incisum,  ckartce  tandem  imprimendum 
“  curaverunt  pr&fecti  Bibliothecae  Vatican.®.”  Hug’s 
‘  Comment atio,’1  will  be  an  important,  because  an  indepen¬ 
dent,  adjunct  to  the  Prolegomena  which  may  accompany  that 
work. 


I  shall  close  these  *  Annotations '  with  one  more,  on  Acts, 
xxvii.j  which  1  have  been  obliged  to  postpone,  from  not 
having  been  sufficiently  prepared,  at  the  time,  to  introduce 
it  in  its  proper  place. 

1  Hug  has  shewn  (p.  112)  that  the  rat.  MS.  was  written  4  before  the  middle 
4  of  the  fousth  century — ante  seculi  iv  medium .*  Wherefore  Schulz  (p.  29) 
says,  *  Hug ,  ante  seculi  iv  medium  hunc  codicem  exaratum,  probavit.*  When, 
therefore,  Scholz  states  (in  his  4  Prolegomena')  — k  seculo  v  scriptus  eslf  we 
must  assume  *  v,’  to  be  an  error  of  the  press  for  4  iv  since  he  alleges  no 
other  authority.  This  is  necessary  to  be  noticed,  because  Scholz’s  printed  state¬ 
ment  would  go  to  diminish  the  antiquity  of  the  MS.  by  one  entire  century. 
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Ver.  0.  also,  because  the  4  Nesteia,  or  Fast,’  was  now 
past.']  St.  Luke  here  6tates  the  grounds  on  which  St.  Paul 
was  proceeding  to  dissuade  the  captain  of  the  ship,  and  his 
associates,  from  putting  to  sea;  and  to  persuade  them  to 
remain  at  the  *  Fair-havens /  where  they  then  were :  those 
grounds  were,  4  the  setting  in  of  the  dangerous  season  for 
4  navigation ,  and  the  time  of  the  Nesteia,  or  Fast ,  having 
4 passed  during  their  tedious  delays * 

Now,  what  was  this  4  Nesteia,  or  Fast  V — lovha/xnv 
br,\ovori —  4  namely ,  the  Jewish,*  says  Matthzei’s  scholiast,  with 
confident  brevity ;  and,  with  this  short  answer  interpreters 
appear  to  have  been  generally,  and  easily  satisfied.  Yet,  the 
Jews  had  no  fast  thus  exclusively  distinguished ;  nor  could 
a  Jewish  fast  have  concerned  any  in  the  6hip,  not  even 
Paul,  Luke,  and  Aristarchus,  now  that  they  had  become 
released  from  all  subjection  to  the  ordinances  of  the  cere¬ 
monial  law  (Col.  ii.  16,  20).  The  only  festival  with  which 
St.  Paul  is  connected  by  the  historian,  is  4  the  Pentecost  ’ 
(Acts,  xx.  16) ;  but  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  he  says, 
tt]v  iiftegav — 4  the  day,*  not  ryv  togrTjv — 4  the  feast:  and,  as 
that  took  place  on  the  4  first  day  of  a  week,  and  was  the 
anniversary  of  the  1  first  effusion  of  the  Holy  Spirit  on  the 
c  church*  it  is  evident,  that  St.  Paul  observed  it  as  a 
Christian ,  not  as  a  Jewish  festival.  With  respect  to  a 
vqereta,  or  1  fast,  we  read,  indeed,  in  Zechariah,  viii.  19, 
44  the  fast  of  the  fourth ,  of  the  fifth,  of  the  seventh,  and  of 
44  the  tenth  months/’  but  we  read  of  no  fast,  in  the  Hebrew 
Scriptures,  distinguished  by  the  style,  4  the  Fast ;  and  it  is 
observable,  that  although  the  Greek  interpreters  use  the  word 
v7)6t£kl,  generally,  in  the  passage  of  Zechariah  above  cited,  they 
do  not  apply  that  term,  specifically,  to  the  4  day  of  atonement 
(10th  of  October)/  which  has  been  commonly  resorted  to, 
for  an  exposition  of  the  term  in  this  place.  But,  on  the 
other  hand,  we  find  from  history,  that  at  the  time  when  the 
ship  first  sailed  from  Asia,  the  ship’s  company  had  in  their 
prospect  a  heathen  festival ,  of  much  interest  to  them,  deno¬ 
minated  exclusively,  i]  NTjcrg/a — 1  the  Nesteia ,  or  Fast;*  a 
festival,  peculiar  to  the  country  to  which  they  were  hastening, 
and  for  which  St.  Paul  here  reminds  them,  that  they  would 
now  be  too  late .  The  anniversary  of  this  festival  fell  on  the 
16th  of  October  (J.  Jo  ns  ton.  De  Fest.  Greec.  Thcs.  Gronov. 
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tom.  vii.  p.  892 :  see,  also,  Athenreus,  p.  307,  Casaub.)  Its 
origin  is  thus  recorded  by  jElian  (lib.  v.  c.  20) :  u  When 
“  Tarentum  was  besieged  by  the  Romans,  and  was  near  being 
u  taken  through  famine,  the  Rhegians  decreed,  to  fast  one 
u  day  in  ten,  and  to  send  the  provisions  of  that  day  to  the 
“  people  of  Tarentum.  The  Romans  having  been  forced,  by 
“  these  means,  to  abandon  the  siege,  the  town  was  saved ; 
“  and,  to  commemorate  their  jeopardy  and  deliverance,  the 
“  Tarentinians  instituted  a  festival,  which  they  called,  h 
“  Njjtrre/a — ‘  the  Nesteia  *  or  i  the  Fast?"  and  we  are  after¬ 
ward  informed  (c.  xxviii.  12.),  that  the  passengers  made  a 
circuit  to  touch  at  Rhegium ,  in  their  course  from  Malta  to 
Rome.  This,  therefore,  will  have  been  the  h  intended 

by  the  sacred  narrator. 

The  dangerous  state  of  the  navigation,  at  that  time  of 
the  year,  is  shewn  by  Dr.  Burton,  from  Vegetius:  t(  Post 
“  hoc  tcmpics ,  xviii.  cal.  Octob .,  usque  in  iii  idus  Novemb ., 
“  incerta  navigatio  est ,  et  discrimini  pTOprior.”  The  period 
of  the  original  institution  of  the  ‘  Nesteia ?  reveals  itself  to 
have  occurred  in  the  early  history  of  1  Magna  Gracia?  or 
southern  Italy ;  before  the  Romans  had  extended  their  con¬ 
quests  over  that  territory,  and  before  they  possessed  a  power 
at  sea  enabling  them  to  intercept  the  communication  between 
the  maritime  towns  of  Rhegium  and  Tarentum. 

I  have  further  to  add,  on  the  testimony  of  officers  very 
recently  returned  from  some  years’  service  in  the  garrison  of 
Malta,  that  the  Maltese  people  preserve  an  immemorial  tra¬ 
dition,  that  the  wind  which  caused  St.  Paul’s  shipwreck,  was 
the  *  north-east 9  wind  which  they  call  i  Gregale ?  from  its 
blowing  to  them  from  Greece.  This  direction  of  the  wind  is 
plainly  to  be  inferred  from  the  narrative,  which  relates,  that 
the  ship  was  blown  along  the  coast  of  Crete  with  so  much 
violence,  that  it  was  not  able  avro<p Oa\fL£iv  roo  an/M ou — *  to  work 
‘  in  the  wind's  eye?  or  ‘  to  windward?  so  as  to  gain  the  en¬ 
trance  of  the  most  western  port  of  that  island,  Phoenice  ;  but 
was  driven  beyond  it,  further  to  the  westward  in  the  Adrian 
sea ,  by  the  force  of  the  gale.  Such  would  be  the  direction  of 
the  Gregale ,  N. E.  windy  or  Euraquilo.  It  is  evident,  that 
xaraur7)g  in  this  sentence  can  relate  only  to  r^v  K pre¬ 
ceding.  A  very  recent  learned  and  inquiring  traveller  as- 
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sumes,  “  that  aur r,g  implies  the  ship  ;”1  but,  if  the  historian 
had  intended  the  1  ship  *  in  that  pronoun,  he  would  have 
written  aurou,  in  the  neuter,  since  he  uses  to  -rXo/ov  to  express 
the  ‘  ship*  eleven  times,  in  this  place  and  throughout  his 
narrative;  ‘  rw  vavv  once  only,  in  his  conclusion,  at  v.  41. 

The  modem  claim  of  the  island  of  ‘  Melida,*  in  the 
Adriatic  Gulf,  to  the  honour  of  St.  Paul’s  shipwreck,  is  not 
entitled  to  our  serious  consideration  ;  because  it  is  refuted  by 
the  historian  himself,  where  he  says,  “  we  were  driven  along, 
“  in  the  Adria — dnMpegopevcov  r\p.w  tv  rw  A This  name 
pertained  exclusively  to  the  open  sea  flowing  between  the 
Peloponesus,  or  Morea,  and  the  southern  extremity  of  Italy, 
and  Sicily :  so  that  the  denominations,  orovros  Adgtac,  and 
Adgjur/xog  xoXto$ — 1 *  sea  Adria,'  and  1  Adriatic  gulf  ’  carry 
with  them  their  own  characteristic  evidences  of  distinction ; 
the  latter  adjective,  only  denoting  the  derivation  of  the  in¬ 
terior  waters  of  the  gulf,  from  those  of  the  exterior  Adria. 

From  time  immemorial,  the  Maltese  nation  has  continued 
to  celebrate  the  presence  of  St.  Paul  in  their  island,  on  the 

1  Walsh.  Residence  at  Constantinople ,  vol.  i.  p.  53.  I  greatly  regret,  that 
these  instructive  volumes  have  only  come  to  my  hand  as  these  last  two  sheets 
are  going  to  the  press ;  otherwise,  I  should  not  have  failed  to  advert  to  that 
work  with  due  attention  above,  p.  323,  where  I  have  introduced  a  diagram  of  the 
ancient  compass ,  as  it  is  given,  with  much  reflective  attention  both  to  the  Greek 
and  Latin  names,  by  Aulus  Gellius.  This  last  writer,  as  will  there  be  seen, 
gives  tugcs  and  asTwXwruy  as  synonymous  denominations  of  the  east ,  and  as 

the  proper  name  of  the  south-east ,  in  his  own  time.  Our  learned  traveller,  on 
the  other  hand,  thus  gives  the  points  of  the  compass  from  the  ancient  ‘  Temple 
‘  of  the  IVinds *  at  Athens:  “  (io^as,  or  the  north;  naxtai,  or  the  north-east ; 
“  frqtvfos,  the  west  ;  AnJ,  the  south-west ;  and  so  on  of  the  rest.  But,”  he  adds, 
“  that  which  interested  me  most  was,  4  tvfos,  the  south-east  as  it  at  once  gave 
“  the  direction  of  the  wind  before  which  St.  Raul  was  driven ,  and,  as  far  as  that 
c‘  is  evidence ,  seemed  to  decide  the  controversy .**  (p.  130  )  I  am  quite  unable  to 
discern,  how  any  evidence  of  such  an  indication  is  found  in  the  simple  word  iv^os. 
I  cannot,  at  this  late  moment,  enter  into  an  extensive  discussion  of  the  subject; 

I  can  only  here  observe,  that  it  appears  from  an  average  of  winds ,  taken  during 
three  years  at  Constantinople  by  the  same  traveller  ( Append .  p.  538),  that,  in 
the  month  of  October ,  the  wind  blows  N.  of  E.,  twenty-four  days,  and  S.  of  E., 
only  seven  days.  Of  the  character  of  the  N.E.  wind,  at  that  station  and  season, 
he  relates:  “  There  is  a  season  in  autumn  when  a  N.E.  wind  sets  in ;  the  Black 
44  Sea,  driven  against  its  western  shores — is  prophetic  of  death  and  destruction, 
“  &c.”  (Vol.  ii.  233).  This  is,  therefore,  the  wind  which,  traversiug  Greece , 
blows  forward  to  Malta,  where  it  is  called  Gregale :  it  is  also  the  « or  ‘  Evil 

4  wind'  of  the  Athenian  temple;  and  the  aviftos  tv$vhkos  — ‘  tempestuous  wind' 
or  Euraquilo,  of  St.  Luke. 
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10M  of  February  ;  and  tradition,  in  its  progress  through 
many  ages,  has  at  length  assigned  that  day  for  the  date  of 
the  shipwreck  and  arrival  of  the  apostle.  But,  a  very  little 
attention  will  enable  us  to  perceive,  that  this  anniversary 
was  originally  intended  to  commemorate,  not  his  arrival  in , 
but  his  departure  from ,  the  island. 

We  have  seen,  that  the  16th  of  October  had  passed 
before  the  ship  left  Crete,  and  that  fourteen  days  were  con¬ 
sumed  in  the  tempestuous  voyage ;  which  will  bring  the 
arrival  of  St.  Paul,  and  consequently  the  shipwreck,  to  the 
first  days  of  November.  “  At  the  end  of  three  months  (says 
“  the  historian)  that  is,  in  the  first  days  of  February ,  we 
il  departed  in  a  ship  which  had  wintered  at  Malta:”  conse¬ 
quently,  St.  Paul  also  had  wintered  at  Malta;  and  those 
three  months  were  November,  December ,  January ,  not 
February ,  March,  April .  “  And  when  we  departed  (he 
“  proceeds),  they  rendered  to  us  many  attentions ;  and  put 
“  on  board  such  things  as  were  needful  for  U9.”  It  was, 
therefore,  this  affectionate  farewell  that  the  Maltese  of  that 
day  commemorated  on  the  10^/i  of  February . 

That  the  first  object  of  that  commemoration  should  have 
become  confounded  with  the  shipwreck,  during  a  series  of 
dark  ages,  is  not  surprising ;  since  the  same  wind,  ‘  gregalej 
prevails  in  those  seas,  both  in  the  months  of  October  and 
February .  And  it  is  remarkable,  that  Dr.  Walsh’s  *  average 
1  table *  distributes  the  *  winds'  to  those  two  months,  in  the 
following  equal  proportions  : 

Feb.  wind  S.,  S.W.,  or  S.E .  7  days. 

N.N.W.,  or  N.E .  21 

Octob.  wind  S.,  S.W.,  or  S.E .  7 

N.N.W.,  or  N.E .  24 


THE  END. 
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PREFACE. 


1.  In  concluding  the  4  Expository  Preface  *  of  the  former 
4  Annotations  to  the  Book  of  the  New  Covenant/  p.  89,  I 
intimated  4  the  immediate  object  1  had  in  view,  in  bringing 
4  into  sprinted  form ,  my  1  Revision'  of  the  text  of  that  Book/ 
During  the  interval  that  has  elapsed  since  its  publication,  I 
have  employed  myself  diligently  in  the  prosecution  of  that 
object;  and,  though  l  have  found  nothing  to  alter  in  the  text, 
affecting  points  of  doctrine  or  of  faith ,  I  have  nevertheless 
found  many  occasions  for  increasing  the  accuracy  of  the 
translation ,  and  in  consequence,  of  multiplying  the  number 
of  the  critical  annotations. 

This,  will  not  surprise  any  one  who  is  at  all  conversant 
with  such  matters  and  operations.  “  No  man  who  makes 
“  the  first  attempt  (observes  Michaelis,  on  Mill’s  great 
44  labour  of  collation),  can  expect  to  arrive  at  perfection  ”  in 
that  first  attempt  ( Introd .  ii.  456) ;  and,  strange  it  is  to  say, 
this  4  Revision'  is  the  first  attempt  that  has  been  made  to  ex¬ 
tend  to  every  English  reader ’,  the  benefit  of  the  vast  accession 
of  light  which  has  been  progressively  accumulating,  during 
the  last  two  centuries  and  a  quarter ,  for  further  illustrating 
the  texts  of  the  Evangelical  Scriptures.  Tyndale,  in  closing 
the  first  edition  of  his  new  version,  in  1526,  and  looking 
forward  to  a  future  and  more  perfect  edition,  cautioned  his 
readers  with  respect  to  the  former,  that  “  many  thynyns  are 
44  lackynge ,  whiche  necessary ly  are  requyred."  And  he 
concluded  —  “  count  it  as  a  thynge  not  havyngc  his  full 
44  shape ;  hut ,  as  it  were  borne  afore  hys  tyme ;  even  as  a 
“  thing  hegunne  rather  than  fynneshed.  In  tyme  to  come 
“  (yf  God  have  appoynted  us  there  unto )  we  will  geve  it 
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“  his  full  shape:  and  putt  out  yf  ought  be  added  super- 
“  fluusly  i  and  adde  to,  yff  ought  be  oversene  thorowe 
“  negligence :  and  toill  enfoarce  to  brynge  to  compendeous- 
u  ness ,  that  which  is  nowe  translated  at  the  lengthe ;  and  to 
“  geve  lyght  where  it  is  reqvyred 

I  bad,  at  first,  intended  to  reserve  the  matter  of  the 
following  pages  for  incorporation,  into  a  future  edition  of  the 
work  :  hut,  when  I  considered  the  uncertainty  of  such  a  con¬ 
tingency  at  my  advanced  period  of  life,  and  the  impropriety 
of  withholding,  from  the  acquirers  of  the  first  edition,  matter 
of  much  importance  ready  prepared  for  their  reception,  I 
thought  it  my  duty  to  present  it  to  them  in  the  present  Sup¬ 
plemental  form.  To  this  last  course,  I  have  been  determined, 
by  the  strictures  of  my  censor  in  the  *  British  Critic  or  Theo- 
1  logical  Review for  July,  1837,  No.  43,  Art.  I.1 2 * 

2.  This  critic  opens  his  article,  by  citing  a  position  con¬ 
tained  in  my  * Expository  Preface p.  17.  §  15:  “  It  is  a 
*4  somewhat  startling  assertion  of  the  author ,”  he  observes, 
“  that  although  we  have ,  by  public  authority ,  a  standard 
“  English  version  of  the  Bible,"  yet  there  exists  no  standard 
“  Greek  text  for  the  original  of  that  version;  and  yet, 
“  strange  as  it  may  appear,  the  assertion  is  one  which  it 
“  would  be  much  easier  to  contradict,  than  to  confute The 
assertion  is  rendered  more  ‘  startling ,*  by  the  admission  of 
Dr.  Cardwell  in  the  preface  to  his  ‘  Gr.  iV.  Tf  p.  6,  just 
now  published  ;  that,  “  the  authorised  version  does  not  appear 
“  to  have  been  made  from  any  edition  whatever,  uniformly 

The  Theological  Reviewer  follows  his  citation  of  the  pre¬ 
ceding  passage,  with  some  pages  of  words ,  in  which  he 
neither  attempts  to  ‘  contradict  *  or  *  refute  *  the  assertion,  or 
to  draw  any  critical  and  practical  inference  from  it ;  but  he 
goes  on  to  exercise  his  censorial  judgments  as  unconcernedly 

1  If  that  sanguine  assailant  had  made  his  hostile  demonstrations  on  his  own 
legs,  I  should  not  have  deemed  it  necessary  to  revert  to  them  in  this  new  edition  ; 
hut,  as  he  has  been  ambitious  icurru  vehi  ad  Curiam'  with  the  Theological 
Reviewers ,  in  order  to  secure  for  them  an  admission  into  all  our  public  libraries, 
I  must,  of  necessity,  endeavour  to  render  my  qualifications  of  them,  co-extensive. 

2  The  words,  *  of  the  Bible,'  are  here  rery  idly  added  by  the  Reviewer ,  for,  I 

was  speaking  of  the  ‘  New  Covenant  or  Testament  ’  only  ;  as  the  contest,  and 

the  words  ‘  Greek  text,’  sufficed  to  shew  to  every  scriptural  scholar,  of  ordinary 
knowledge  and  circumspection. 
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as  if  that  great  paramount  fact  had  not  been  presented  to  his 
intelligence,  for  its  use.  In  taking  cognizance  of  my 
work,  he  does  not  assume  the  quality  of  a  judge  (ordinarily 
affected  by  reviewers );  he  has  preferably  taken  on  himself 
that  of  a  different  officer,  which  he  deems  more  especially 
called  for,  on  this  particular  occasion  ;  an  officer,  of  very 
grave  and  important  service  in  the  administration  of 
affairs  in  the  court  of  Rome.  It  is  the  duty  of  that  high 
functionary  (who  is  popularly  entitled  in  Rome,  *  il  Avvocaio 

*  del  Diavolo * — the  Devil's  Advocate ),  to  employ  all  his 
armoury  of  learning,  ingenuity,  and  eloquence,  in  striving  to 
prevent  the  undue  canonization  of  a  new  saint.  Following 
the  rule  of  his  canonical  exemplar,  this  Theological  Reviewer 
employs  all  his  armoury  of  words,  ingenuity,  and  temper,  in 
striving  to  prevent  the  canonization ,  that  is,  the  acceptation , 
of  my  revision  of  the  *  New  Covenant  '  That  he  does  not 
present  himself  to  his  reader  in  the  capacity  of  a  judge  in 
equity ,  is  manifest,  from  his  not  noticing  a  single  point  in 
which  I  have  had  the  satisfaction  of  adding  very  materially 
to  his  previous  stock  of  textual  knowledge ;  but,  only 
apologises  to  him  for  not  having  produced  a  larger  mass  of 
damnatory  matter,  of  which,  he  states,  “  there  remain  abun - 
“  dant  materials' '  “  No  sooner”  observes  Tyndale’s  bio¬ 
grapher,  “  was  the  volume  of  his  first  edition  of  the  English 
“  New  Testament  published ,  than  the  most  extraordinary 
“  efforts  were  made  to  exterminate  it.”  With  this  last  example 
to  console  me,  it  requires  but  little  philosophy  to  sustain  the 
similar  ‘  efforts  *  renewed  by  such  a  critic  as  this  Theological 
Reviewer  of  our  own  day.  There  is  one  point,  on  which  he 
may  confidently  repose :  that,  if  my  work  is  founded  on  that 
which  is  not  the  truth  of  Scripturey  *  it  will  fall  to  pieces ' 
without  the  aid  of  his  good  offices  ;  but,  if  it  has  that  for  its 
foundation ,  he  may  be  well  assured — ou  8vmrui  xuroc\vaat 
auro,  ‘  he  cannot  overthrow  it' 

3.  There  are  some  persons,  who  rejoice  to  find  it  dark 
when  they  wake  from  tbeir  first  sleep,  that  they  may  relapse 
into  their  former  peaceful  insensibility  :  — ‘  yet  a  little  sleep , 

*  a  little  slumber  ;  a  little  folding  of  the  hands  to  sleep.'  The 
same  persons  are  disturbed  and  irritated,  if  they  find  that 
they  have  slept  till  it  is  broad  day-light,  and  that  they  must, 
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perforce,  rouse  themselves  and  get  up.  They  wake  in  the 
mood  of  the  Runic  prophetess  ; 

Wlio  is  he,  with  voice  unblest, 

Tlmt  calls  me  from  the  bed  of  rest  ? 

Unwilling  I  my  eyes  unclose : 

Leave  me,  leave  me  to  repose  !” 

Such  are  the  mood  and  temper  of  mind  of  my  awakened 
and  disturbed  Reviewer. 

When  I  said,  in  my  former  Preface,  §  14,  that  we 
“  can  sensibly  discern,  in  the  present  state  of  the  text  and 
“  interpretations  of  the  evangelical  Scriptures,  evidence  of 
“  the  continued  operation  of  a  moral  cause  analogous  to  the 
“  vis  inertice  in  physics,”  I  had  my  eye  on  that  particular 
section  of  the  Christian  community,  of  which  my  reverend 
opponent  has  appointed  himself  the  Oracle  and  Champion. 
If  this  Champion  had  been  born  to  flourish  in  1537,  it  is 
evident,  that  he  would  have  been  a  zealous  and  active 
adherent  to  (what  Hume  called,)  the  1  ancient  religion ,’  and 
that  he  would  have  advocated  as  canonical ,  the  ‘  apocryphal ’ 
writings  of  the  old  Scriptures ;  but,  having  been  reserved  for 
the  late  period  of  1837,  and  having  been  habituated  to  regard 
those  apocrypha  as  spurious,  there  remain  none  to  obtain  the 
benefit  of  his  protection  and  advocacy,  but  the  apocrypha 
and  interpolations  of  the  new  Scriptures:  towards  which,  he 
displays  the  most  filial  reverence  and  attachment.  In  fact, 
he  regards  them,  not  as  extraneous  impurities  which  have 
invaded  and  attached  themselves  to  the  native  record,  but, 
as  affections  of  the  record  itself,  and  therefore  claiming  his 
most  reverential  tenderness:  “We  should  approach  its  very 
“  defects he  says,  “  as  a  son  would  approach  the  infirmities 
“  of  a  parent .”  1  thank  him,  for  his  illustration.  Fortu¬ 

nately,  we  have  an  example  at  hand,  by  which  to  try 
the  wisdom  of  this  comparison.  The  example  is  afforded 
in  the  conduct  of  the  sons  of  Noah,  on  occasion  of  the 
infirmity  of  their  venerated  parent:  * 4  they  took  a  gar - 
“  ment}  and  went  backward ,  and  covered  the  nakedness  of 
“  their  father But,  if  they  had  found,  that  some  mis¬ 
chievous  persons  had  bemired  and  disfigured  their  aged 
parent  during  his  infirmity,  would  they  have  merely  ‘  gone 
‘  backward  and  covered  him  '  as  he  was  ?  Would  not  their 
filial  indignation  have  been  roused  ;  and  would  they  not 
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have  employed  immediate  and  effectual  ablution  of  his  per¬ 
son,  before  they  covered  it  and  left  it?  Not  so,  the  pious 
Reviewer  :  to  judge  by  the  analogy  he  has  himself  proposed 
and  authorised,  he  would  have  regarded  the  defilement  as 
sanctified  by  the  contact,  identified  with  the  person,  and 
forming  a  part  of  the  ‘  defects  and  infirmities  of  the  parent * 
which  ought  to  be  studiously  concealed.  Such  is  the  con¬ 
fusion  of  ideas,  which  ‘  inertial  prejudice  ’  has  effected  in  the 
mind  of  the  Theological  Reviewer . 

4.  But,  if  purgation  of  a  corrupted  text  were  granted  to 
be  requisite  and  desirable,  the  Reviewer  contends,  that  “  the 
u  temper  of  the  time  is  not  propitious  to  the  safe  accomplish’- 
“  ment  of  such  a  work."  This  wary  critic  is  a  nice  timist  ; 
and  recalls  the  Abbot  of  St.  Godwin,  who,  pressed  for  charity 
by  a  hungry  and  houseless  pilgrim,  while  he  was  spurring 
homeward  for  shelter  from  a  storm  of  rain  and  thunder, 
deemed  it  ‘  no  time  for  charity 

“An  almes,  sir  prieste  !  ”  the  droppynge  pilgrim  saide : — 

“  Varlet !”  replyd  the  ahliatte,  “cease  your  dinne  ! 

This  is  7io  season  almes  and  prayers  to  give  !  “l 

It  is  quite  a  new  suggestion,  that  * safety  *  is  to  be  a 
governing  condition,  in  diffusing  the  lights  which  are  con¬ 
tinually  accruing  to  illuminate  the  obscurities  induced  by 
man,  on  the  original  lucidity  of  the  Gospel  text.  The  Re¬ 
viewer  must,  consistently,  think  that  the  *  temper  of  the  time * 
in  the  reigns  of  Augustus  and  Tiberius  Caesar,  was  by  no 
means  ‘  propitious  to  the  safe  promulgation  of  the  gospel,'  nor 
that  in  the  reign  of  Henry  VIII.,  4  to  the  safe  reformation  of 
‘  the  Christian  church  ;  and  certainly,  he  is  fully  borne  out 
by  history  :  but, 

“ - non  defensorilus  ii/ij 

Tempos  eget/’ 

I  have  always  thought,  that  the  proper  time  for  increas¬ 
ing  light ,  is  when  the  candles  want  snuffing  ;  even,  if  we 
should  risk  the  burning  our  fingers  in  the  operation.  The 
Reviewer ,  on  the  contrary,  would  have  us  patiently  wait,  in 
the  hope  or  expectation  that  the  candles  may,  somehow  or 
other,  snuff  themselves;  and  thus  he  would  wait,  ‘  dum 
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‘  defluat  amnis, *  till  the  stream  of  time  has  entirely  run  itself 
out.  As,  however,  we  have  now  waited  above  two  hundred 
years ,  there  can  be  no  just  impeachment  of  precipitancy,  if 
we  at  length  take  up  the  snuffers  for  ourselves. 

5.  But,  the  Reviewer  would  by  no  means  have  them 
touched  by  any  single  individual ,  nor  by  fewer  in  number 
than  ie  a  whole  synod  of  divines  and  scholars .”  How  officious, 
then,  was  the  adventure  of  an  individual  Wiclif,  or  of  an 
individual  Tyndale!  whose  translations,  nevertheless,  con¬ 
stitute  the  basis  and  substance  of  our  authorised  version. 
These  personages,  however,  lie  far  beyond  the  horizon  of 
our  critic’s  retrospective  vision.  1  King  James* s  translators ’ 
form  an  4  cpocha  of  creation  in  his  view  of  biblical  criticism  : 
44  Should  it  ever  be  thought  advisable he  says,  44  to  revise 
“  our  version,  a  solemn  and  strict  injunction  should  be  given 
“  to  the  persons  intrusted  with  the  task ,  to  ask  themselves 
“  this  question  —  ‘  In  what  words  would  i  King  James’s  trans - 
4  lators'  have  expressed  the  sense?’  ”  And  why  should  they 
be  solemnly  enjoined  to  ask  themselves  this  question?  In 
order  to  preserve  “  the  racy  archaism — and  simple  idiomatic 
44  diction  of  the  olden  time,"  which  the  Reviewer  so  judiciously 
admires  ;  but,  which  are  attributable  to  4  King  James’s  trans - 
1  lators’  just  so  much  as,  and  no  more  than,  the  imagination 
of  the  Iliad  is  attributable  to  Alexander  Pope.  This  writer’s 
length  of  tether  for  critical  expatiation,  is  not  remarkable 
for  extent,  and  its  substance  is  too  tough  to  stretch  ;  and, 
consequently,  the  cyclopcedia  which  it  describes,  is  not  all- 
comprehensive.  If  he  could  have  stretched  his  tether  a  little 
further,  so  as  to  peep  into  the  early  part  of  the  preceding 
century,  he  would  have  found,  in  Tyndale’s  first  edition,  the 
same  4  racy  archaism  ’  and  4  simple  diction  of  which,  King 
James’s  divines  were  only  the  channels  of  transmission,  and 
which  were  innate  in  our  language,  before  those  vene¬ 
rable  personages  were  born  or  thought  of.  44  It  is  astonish- 
44  ing,”  observed  Dr.  Geddes,  44  how  little  obsolete  the  lan- 
44  guage  of  it  ( Tyndale  s  version )  is,  even  at  this  day  ;  and,  in 
44  point  of  perspicuity  and  noble  simplicity,  propriety  of 
44  idiom,  and  purity  of  style,  no  English  version  has  yet  sur- 
44  passed  it and  he  declared,  44  that  if  he  had  been  inclined 
“  to  make  any  prior  English  version  the  ground-work  of  his 
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“  own,  it  would  certainly  have  been  that  of  Tyndale."1  It 
is  told  of  the  celebrated  Piron,  (who  did  not  concern  himself 
much  with  the  Bible  ;)  that,  having  opened  it  accidentally, 
one  day,  in  the  prophecy  of  llabakkuk,  and  having  read  it 
through  (as  it  was  short),  he  was  so  delighted  with  his  dis¬ 
covery,  that  he  questioned  every  one  he  met — Avez-vous  lu 
Habacuc? — Avez-vous  lu  Habacuc?  ‘  King  James  s  translators  * 
are  the  ‘  Habacuc  *  of  the  Reviewer ;  who  has  evidently  con¬ 
cerned  himself  as  little,  with  any  earlier  translators.  But,  let 
us  prove  the  test  so  ‘  solemnly  and  strictly  enjoined  *  by  this 
punctilious  critic  ;  and  let  us  inquire,  in  what  words  ‘  King 
‘  James's  translators'  would  have  expressed  the  sense  of  the 
Greek,  yvuo,£0/j,ev  l/htv,  in  2  Cor.  viii.  1  ?  We  know,  that  they 
would  have  rendered  those  words,  “  We  do  you  to  wit,"  be¬ 
cause  we  know,  that  they  have  actually  so  rendered  them  ; 
or,  at  least,  approved  them,  only  correcting  the  more  ancient 
orthography  :  —  or,  the  interpolated  ou  doxu,  in  Luke,  xvii.  9? 
which  they  have  rendered  ‘  I  trow .’  Are  we  to  be  bound  to 
perpetuate  these  renderings? 

But,  there  are  some  renderings,  as  in  2  Cor.  iii.  7,  19 
(Gr.  18),  and  v.  3,  which  strongly  urge  something  more 
than  a  suspicion,  that*  King  James’s  translators’  did  not  work 
alone  ;  that  the  scholastic  monarch,  in  virtue  of  his  supreme 
office  of  Head  of  the  Church,  deemed  it  to  be  both  his  right 
and  his  duty  to  add,  here  and  there,  some  finishing  touches , 
to  the  work  of  his  reverend  labourers.  An  opinion,  that  a 
fact  so  probable  was  also  real,  is  evidently  implied  in  Crutt- 
well’s  apologetical  remark,  in  his  preface  to  Bp.  Wilson’s 
Bible  (1785) :  “  Many  are  the  characters  to  which  posterity 
“  has  been  unjust:  among  them,  the  editor  places  that  of 
“  King  James  the  First ,  whose  abilities  seem  to  have  been 
“  despised  with  much  partiality,  and  little  reason.  That  the 
“  learning  of  King  James ,  and  his  judgment,  when  not  de- 
“  praved  by  politicks,  were  truly  respectable,  the  whole  of 
“  this  business  will  sufficiently  evince."  Could  the  royal 
moderator,  then,  conscious  of  these  endowments,  have  abso¬ 
lutely  and  altogether  abstained  from  determining  some  points 
in  equipoise,  by  supplying  a  makeweight  drawn  from  his 
own  “  truly  respectable  learning ?” — especially,  as  his  Ma- 
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jesty’s  personal  criticism  contributed  to  cause  the  new  revi¬ 
sion ?  “The  king  answered  Dr.  Reynolds,  That  he{  King  James) 
“  had  never  yet  seen  a  Bible  well  translated ;  though  he  (King 
“  James)  considered  the  Geneva  translation  as  the  worst.” 
(Abp.  Newcome,  ubi  supra,  p.  92.)  Here  the  royal  critic  was 
pleased,  by  one  sweeping  judgment,  to  pass  his  own  sentence  of 
condemnation  on  the  learned  and  valuable  labours  of  Tyndale , 
Coverdale ,  Matthew ,  Cranmer ,  and  the  following  Bishops  of 
England ;  in  which  judgment,  if  he  has  no  other  support,  he 
has  virtually,  at  least,  that  of  the  professedly  1  Theological 9 
Reviewer  for  July ,  1837.  But  though,  under  his  Majesty’s 
presidency,  those  earlier  revisions  undeniably  acquired  some 
improvements,  yet  it  is  undeniable  also,  that  they  sustained 
some  very  remarkable  deteriorations.  See  after,  Annot.  to 
2  Cor.  iii.  7,  19,  and  v.  3:  after  perusing  which,  the  Re - 
viewer  may  find  cause  to  extend  his  designation,  to  * King 
1  James — with  his  translators' 

6.  But,  this  critic  still  enforces  his  condemnation  of  any 
revision  of  our  version  offered,  “  not  upon  the  authority  of  a 
“  convocation  of  learned  men ,  but  solely  upon  the  authority 
“  of  one  individual /”  Had  he  come  better  furnished  for  the 
field,  and  better  acquainted  with  men  and  things,  he  would 
have  known,  that  although  1  a  whole  synod  of  divines  and 
*  scholars — a  convocation  of  learned  men’ — of  our  established 
Church,  should  be  unanimous  on  the  readings  of  all  texts 
regarding  the  essential  doctrines  of  Christian  faith,  yet,  their 
unanimity  would  cease  there ;  and  that  they  could  never 
bring  their  joint  labours  to  a  common  result ,  unless  by 
mutual  concessions  and  compromises  on  other  points  of 
detail ;  so  that,  though  they  might  put  forth  a  conventional 
revision,  they  would  never  produce  a  minutely  critical  one. 

7.  “But,”  says  the  Reviewer ,  **  even  if  a  revision  were 
“  clearly  desirable — To  whose  standard  of  intellect,  does  he 
here  mean  to  appeal  for  decision?  Does  this  resigned  victim 
of  inertial  thraldom  wish  to  restore  the  principle,  that  we  may 
not  think ,  unless  through  the  medium  of  a  body  of  learned 
divines ?  He  may  as  well  hope  to  call  back  the  breeze  that 
has  blown  past  him,  as  to  recall  those  safe  and  soporous 
days.  The  Apostle  exhorts,  “ Stand  fast  in  the  freedom  with 
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“ which  Christ  hath  made  us  free”  Are  we  to  renounce  that 
*  freedom ,’  which  the  Reformation  recovered  for  us,  because 
others  “  use  it  for  a  clohe  of  evil ?"  One  degree  of  unfettered 
common  sense,  exercised  for  ten  minutes  on  the  facts ,  must 
clearly  discern,  that  it  ‘  is  desirable  '  For,  what  are  the 
facts ? — namely,  that  between  the  dates  of  Tyndale’s  first 
edition,  in  1525,  and  King  James’s,  in  \6\\,four  successive 
revisions  were  published  by  authority,  according  as  the 
progress  of  the  Reformation  opened  new  stores  of  manuscript 
documents;  thus  giving  a  new  revision,  at  the  rate  of  one  in 
every  22  years,  during  the  86  years  that  intervened  be¬ 
tween  those  two  dates.  Whereas,  during  the  225  years 
which  have  elapsed  from  1611  (within  which  interval  a  far 
greater  multitude  of  manuscript  documents,  and  among 
them  those  of  greater  authority,  from  their  greater  antiquity, 
have  been  disclosed  to  the  Christian  world),  no  new  re- 
visional  correction  has  been  undertaken,  by  public  authority; 
and,  the  fruits  of  all  those  disclosures,  have  remained  unim¬ 
parted  to  the  mere  English  reader.  Does  the  Theological 
Reviewer  think,  that  King  James's  revision  was,  by  its  na¬ 
ture,  a  final  measure ,  with  respect  to  any  further  emendation 
or  elucidation  of  the  sacred  text?  If  he  does,  he  betrays  a 
dulness  below  zero  in  the  scale  of  judgment;  if  he  does  not, 
I  leave  to  him  to  give  a  name  to  the  desire  and  effort  to 
impress  so  false  an  opinion  on  the  unlearned  majority  of 
English  readers.  It  would  be,  strictly,  ‘  to  take  away  the 
‘  key  of  knowledge not  to  enter  in  1  ones  self,  and  not  to 
‘  suffer  those  who  are  willing  to  enter ,  to  go  in' 

8.  In  proceeding  to  his  strictures  on  my  volumes,  the 
Reviewer's  first  objection  is  to  the  title,  *  the  New  Covenant 
against  which  he  has  nothing  to  allege,  further  than  that 
the  title  1  New  Testament ’  has,  for  so  many  ages,  been  in 
possession  of  the  “  public  eye  and  ear:"  an  objection,  stamped 
with  the  seal  of  inertial  prejudice;  for,  it  had  never  the 
sanction  of  the  reason.  Are  we  to  believe  him  so  entirely 
inerudite  as  not  to  know,  that,  during  those  ages,  many  of 
the  most  learned  scholars  throughout  Christendom  have 
concurred  in  calling  that  sacred  volume  *  Novum  Fcedus 
‘  (New  Covenant),'  instead  of  1  Novum  Testamentum  ? *  As¬ 
suredly  he  does  not  know,  that  Tyndale  himself,  in  the 
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prologue  to  his  edition  printed  in  1534,  says,  “ Here  thou 
“  hast  (moost  deare  reader)  the  New  Testament,  or  Cove- 
“  naunte,  made  with  us  of  God,  in  Christes  blonde .”  It 
was  only  truvriSucf  rou  etbuXov  —  *  through  custom  of  the  idol  * 
(1  Cor.  viii.  8),  that  is,  through  the  long-inured  practice  of 
the  Latin  Church ,  that  Tyndale  adopted  the  former  deno¬ 
mination  for  his  title-page,  instead  of  the  latter.  But,  we 
have  been  long  enough  disused  from  the  practices  of  that 
Church,  to  be  any  longer,  under  any  of  its  influences. 

9.  His  next  objection,  is  to  th eform  of  my  revision  :  “  It 
“  appears,”  he  observes,  lt  in  a  volume  by  itself,  —  It  would 
“  have  been  more  modest,  and  infinitely  more  useful,  if  the 
**  authorised  text  had  been  printed  in  its  integrity ;  and  if 
“  the  altered  text  had  been  introduced,  either  at  the  foot  of 
“  the  page ,  or  ( what  might  have  been  still  better )  in  columns 
“  parallel  with  the  authorised  text .**  This  solemn  effort  of 
excerebration  pertains  to  that  branch  of  sagacity  which 
Bishop  Heber  aptly  called,  * absurd  wisdom /  “Abdallah 
“  worried  me  a  great  deal  —  talking  all  sorts  of  absurd 
“  wisdom .”  For,  to  tell  an  author  who  professes  to  write 
for  the  especial  purpose  of  1  separation’  that  he  ought  to 
have  written  for  the  purpose  of  *  conjunction  ’  can  only  per¬ 
tain  to  the  head  of  absurd  wisdom, ‘if  it  is  to  be  brought 
under  any  head  of  4  wisdom '  at  all.  The  reverend  mathe¬ 
matician’s  new  infinitesimal ,  is  too  subtle  for  ray  appre¬ 
hension  ;  but,  if  he  will  only  place  a  copy  of  my  revision 
near  his  copy  of  the  authorised  version,  he  can  have  the 
former  *  at  the  foot  ’  of  the  latter,  or  in  a  4  column  parallel 
‘  with  it,’  according  as  he  may  choose  to  collocate  the  two 
books.  And  he  will  then  be  sensible  of  this  advantage, 
resulting  from  the  former  being  *  a  volume  by  itself  ;*  that,  if 
he  should  be  instigated  to  put  my  revision  into  the  fire,  he 
need  not  make  an  auto  da  fe  of  the  authorised  version,  in  the 
same  combustion  :  which  will  shew  the  1  infinite  utility'  to 
be  on  the  side  of  separation ,  rather  than  on  that  of  conjunc¬ 
tion.  He  is,  certainly,  not  very  expert  at  finding  resources. 

10.  The  Reviewer,  feeling  himself  in  a  field  wholly  new 
and  strange  to  him,  and  for  which  he  had  made  no  previous 
exercise  of  preparation,  starts  with  dismay,  at  the  suggestion 
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of  spurious  and  apocryphal  passages  being  incorporated  into 
the  text  of  the  lNew  Covenant He  cannot  receive  the  idea, 
that  in  so  sacred  a  consociation  any  thing  can  possibly  have 
entered,  that  can  justify  the  inquiry,  tws  entcjX&j  wie,  fj-rj  e^uv 
(v&v/ict  yafAov  ; — 4  How  earnest  thou  in  hither ,  not  having  on  a 
4  wedding  garment  V  Yet,  many  such  intruders  have  made 
their  entrance ;  and  the  same  causes  and  opportunities  that 
procured  them  admission  into  the  old  Scriptures,  existed  and 
acted  with  enlarged  facilities  for  their  admission  into  the 
new:  during  the  darkness  of  the  middle  age9,  whose  manu¬ 
script  copies  have  chiefly  supplied  the  commonly  received 
text.  The  Reviewer ,  therefore,  can  only  exclaim,  44  with  no 
44  small  astonishment  and  consternation  —  we  find,  in  the 
4  revision ,'  not  merely  noted  as  doubtful,  but  omitted  as 
44  clearly  spurious  and  apocryphal,  not  only  the  woman  taken 
44  in  adultery ,  the  descent  of  the  angel  to  trouble  the  waters  of 
“  Bethesda ,  but,  the  bloody  sweat  of  the  Saviour,  which  is 
44  dismissed  4  as  an  unskilful  attempt  at  embellishment;’  and 
44  his  dying  grayer  on  the  cross,  which  is  also  discarded,  as 
44  the  work  of  some  weakly-pious  philoponist  !'*  Which 
mode  of  critical  refutation,  by  innuendo ,  possesses  just  the 
same  efficacy  now,  that  it  did  in  the  days  of  Galileo,  when 
they  exclaimed  —  4  He  says,  the  sun  does  not  move  round  the 
4  earth!1  Or,  in  the  days  of  Ridley  and  Latimer,  4  He  denies 
4  transubstantiation,  and  the  supremacy  of  the  Pope!1  The 
reverend  critic  displays  excessive  ardency  of  zeal  for  our 
4  national  translation'  of  the  Christian  Scriptures ;  imploring 
for  it  equal  veneration,  as  for  the  British  Constitution:  a 
singular  example  of  the  bathos  —  from  4  the  sacred ,’  to  4  the 
4  secular 44  We  should  not  mangle  it,”  he  very  truly  and  pa¬ 
thetically  remarks  (after  Burke),  44  and  toss  it  into  a  caldron 
44  of  magicians ,  to  regenerate  and  reproduce  it  in  a  newer  and 
14  better  form :  ”  —  m  yemro  —  4  Heaven  forbid /’  But,  the 
Knight  of  La  Mancha  saw  giants  and  enchanters,  where 
every  one  else  saw  only  windmills. 

11.  Not  to  detain  the  reader  any  longer,  by  tracing  the 
lines  and  parallels  by  which  the  Reviewer  advances  to  the 
assault  of  my  works,  I  shall  bring  him  at  once  to  the  point 
where  the  assailant  begins  to  open  his  batteries  in  detail. 
44  There  remains,”  he  says,  44  a  very  ungracious  part  of  Our 
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“  task  to  be  performed,  namely,  the  exhibition  of  gome  spe- 
<£  cimens  of  criticism,  which  have  raised  up,  within  Us,  cer- 
“  tain  *  saucy  doubts  and  fears,'  relative  to  the  soundness  and 
“  accuracy  of  Our  critic  s  scholarship ,  to  say  nothing  of  his 
“  taste.  Our  examples  will  be  taken  almost  at  random  : 
**  and  We  shall  begin  with  his  experiments  on  the  Greek  verb , 
“  amyu.”  I  acknowledge  the  ingenuity  of  his  device,  in 
endeavouring  to  explode  a  mine  under  all  my  criticisms  at 
once,  by  issuing  his  general  1  caveat ’  against  my  scholarship 
and  taste.  There  is  also  something  magisterial,  in  the  tone 
with  which  he  introduces  it.  But,  at  the  same  time,  it 
was  no  friendly  star  that  prompted  his  confidence  to  pitch 
on  the  verb  for  summoning  the  attention  of  the 

learned  world,  in  the  first  instance,  to  bear  testimony  to  the 
‘ soundness  and  accuracy  of  his  own  experiments'  If,  how¬ 
ever,  he  has  no  objection  to  their  arbitration,  I  cannot  have 
any.  I  therefore  invite  the  reader’s  attention,  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  ‘  Annotations /  not  only  to  our  respective  experiments 
on  the  verb  cwre^w,  but,  also,  to  all  the  oilier  passages  in 
which  I  have  been  so  unfortunate  as  to  experience  the  result 
of  the  Reviewer  s  censorial  condemnation  ;  viz.— 


•tix*.  Matt.  vi.  2. 

(iia^trcu — (ioHrai .  xi.  12. 

rv  it  n< Tgtff— .fl't/  n-rctf.  Kvi.  13  (Gr.  18.) 

#  out —  cSos.  Mark,  xv.  32  (Gr.  xiii.) 

X£wt.  xviii.  2  (Gr.  xvi.) 

warctkzfAfiavtJ.  JoLll,  i.  5. 

xXXa.  xix.  34. 

i Xattntrt.  Acts,  i.  18. 

—  vii.  39  (Gr.  38.) 


tyx^ariia.  Act9,  xxiv.  23,  24. 

Toir,otLi  —  yinvlat.  xxvj.  20. 
trvngytt.  Rom.  viil.  28. 
tgyo*  —  x*.  C. 

nXir,/tivo{  ■ — nXvfttves.  1  Cor.  vii.  25. 
axeXouSovcrns.  X.  3  (Gr.  4.) 
ita  voftcu  —  ot'  a.'ttfiov.  Gal .  i  i .  20  (Gr.  19.) 
•TftaioraffOeu.  Tit.  in,  8. 

—  xatgif.  II eb.  ii,  J). 


12.  The  active  progress  in  ascertaining  the  genuine  text, 
which  distinguished  the  first  century  from  the  Reformation, 
appears  to  have  become  spell-bound  amongst  us ; —  from  the 
date  of  King  James's  version ,  for  the  English  text,  and  from 
that  of  Mill's  collation  of  R.  Stephen's  text,  for  the  Greek. 
From  those  dates,  both  texts  have  stagnated  with  us,  in 
England  ;  and,  though  the  contributary  streams  have  flowed 
freely  around  us,  yet,  some  accumulation  has  plainly  formed 
itself,  which  prevents  those  waters  from  entering  our  home 
reservoir. 

Three  works,  of  valuable  learning  and  labour,  have  been 
recently  bestowed  on  the  world,  for  the  pious  purpose  of 
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advancing  the  youth  of  England  in  a  knowledge  of  the 
original  oracles  of  the  Christian  Scriptures;  Bloomfield's, 
Trollope’s,  and  Cardwell’s  Gr.  New  Testaments ;  but  I  find, 
with  concern  and  disappointment,  that  those  learned  la¬ 
bours  have  been  almost  entirely  devoted  to  the  perpetua- 
tion  of  the  stagnant  and  imperfect  texts  to  which  I  have 
referred.  J  am  quite  aware,  of  the  reverential  principle 
which  has  induced  all  these  learned  editors  to  preserve  the 
numerous  defects  of  those  texts  collectively ;  yet,  if  many  of 
the  passages  were  proposed  to  them  separately ,  the  same 
learned  persons  would  withdraw,  in  particular  cases,  the 
protection  which  they  afford  to  them  in  their  consociated 
form. 

Thus  for  example,  I  am  sure  that  in  a  separate  disquisition , 
none  of  them  would  venture  to  maintain  the  received  reading, 
which  they  all  have  nevertheless  printed ,  in  their  texts  of 
Luke,  iii.  23  ;  uv,  ug  evofii^ero,  v/og  lua7)<p  too  HX/ — ‘  being ,  as  he 
‘ was  supposed ,  the  son  of  Joseph,  the  son  of  Heli:'  against  the 
most  ancient  reading,  HN  TIG2,  ns  ENOMIZETO  TOT  in2H4>, 
TOT  HAI  —  ‘  being  the  son  ( whilst  he  was  supposed  of  Joseph) 
‘  of  Heli;' — when  they  shall  have  duly  considered,  1.  that 
the  latter  reading  possesses  the  most  ancient  authority;  viz. 
the  princeps  surviving  copy  of  the  Vatican ,  attested  by 
Bentley  and  Birch,  and  corroborated  by  the  evidence  of  Ori- 
gen;  followed  by  the  MSS.  L,  1,  33,  118,  131,  209,  cited  by 
Wetstein,  Schulz,  and  Scholz,  and  the  Vat.  360,  and  Ven. 
10,  collated  also  by  Birch  ;  which  testimonies,  were  unknown 
to  our  English  translators.  2.  that  ug  is  commonly  employed 
by  Luke,  as  the  ug  temporalis:  (iElian,  V.  H.  lib.  xii.  1, 
cited  by  Hoogeveen,  says  —  ug  r)\6e  <rgog  Kugov  J)  A axcuna.,  irv^tv 
aw  deixvov  uv:  so  we  are  to  understand  St.  Luke  —  ug  evofufyro 
roy  luS7]<p,  trv%e  rov  HX/  viog  «v‘)  3.  that  our  Lord  was  not  the 
son  of  Joseph ,  as  vulgarly  supposed  at  the  time,  but  was  the 
son  of  Mary,  whom  the  existing  documents  of  the  Jewish 
nation  record  to  have  been  the  daughter  o/*Heli  (see  the 
former  Annott.  to  Luke,  iii.  24) :  4.  that  it,  thus,  entirely 
rectifies  the  confusion  and  depravation  which  the  later  and 
vulgar  text  introduced,  and  which  continues  until  now. 

The  same  critical  argument  applies  equally  to  the  ad¬ 
verse  readings  in  Hebreus ,  ix.  2,  where  the  most  ancient 
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reading  of  the  Vatican ,  is  in  strict  conformity  with  the  record 
of  Moses;  hut  the  common  reading ,  (which  we  receive  as  it 
were  mechanically ,)  is  in  direct  contradiction  to  it. 

The  same  observation  is  to  be  extended  to  many  other 
texts,  to  be  hereafter  pointed  out;  all  which  clearly  com¬ 
bine,  to  demonstrate  the  essential  difference  between  a 
Conventional ,  and  a  Critical  Text. 


GRANVILLE  PENN. 


Stoke  Parky  Bucks, 
1841. 
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{GOSrEL,  WRITTEN  IN  HEBREW, 
TRANSLATED  INTO  GREEK. 


MARK  and  PETER  .  .  gospel,  in  greek. 


JOHN .  GOSPEL,  IN  GREEK. 


LUKE  AND  PAUL 


GOSTEL,  IN  GREEK. 

ACTS  OF  THE  APOSTLES, IN  GREEK. 

GREEK  VERSION  OF  PAUL’S  EX¬ 
POSITION  TO  THE  HEBREWS  IN 
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Ver.  16.  of  two  years  old ,  and  somewhat  under.]  a iro 
durou;  zui  xarurtgui : —  Pollux,  lib.  i.  c.  7,  §  54,  under  the 
head,  xa/goiv  ovo/xara,  xa«  ygovw — 1  names  of  seasons  and  times 
Or  periods,  says:  erog,  dubexafirivog  ygovog —  fj/utBreg,  xai  jj/x/erjjf 
Xgovog,  xai  5/erjjj,  eug  eig  hixa.BTr\g. —  em  /lev  ygovov,  xct§o%uverat, 
eiri  6b  <zotidtouy  o^werai  —  *  erog,  a  year ,  is  a  period  of  twelve 
i  months :  a  period  of  half  a  year ;  so  bierrjg,  of  two 

*  years ;  which  form  is  continued  to  foxagrjjs,  of  ten  years. 
4  When  dierris  is  applied  to  time,  the  acute  accent  lies  on  the 

*  penultimate  syllable  ;  when  applied  to  the  child ,  it  i9  laid 
4  on  the  last  syllable.’  Pollux  spoke  only  of  enunciation,  not 
of  writing,  for,  written  language  was  not  then  marked  for 
accent  {Exp.  Pref.  p.  67);  and,  as  our  most  ancient  MSS. 
of  the  Gr.  Scriptures  are  not  accented,  wc  cannot  appeal  to 
them  to  determine,  whether  buroZg  is  here  to  be  interpreted 
of  time ,  or  of  person.  But,  as  Herod’s  inquiry  was  directed 
to  a  definite  point  of  tune  (4  the  time  when  the  star  had 
1  appeared ver.  7),  1  must  maintain,  that  sound  interpreta¬ 
tion  directs  us  to  understand,  a  rro  dieroog  (%fovou),  tlutcl  rov  ygovov, 
Sec.  i.  e.  *  two  years  from  that  time,  to  intend,  4  a  period  of 
4  two  years notwithstanding  Dr.  Bloomfield’s  remark.  It 
is  true,  that  w  hen  applied  to  age ,  the  number  of  the  current 
year  was  often  loosely  assigned  ;  thus  they  said,  *  in  the  second 
1  year ,  or  two  years  ;  but,  w'hen  the  number  is  applied  a9  a 
measure  of  time ,  it  intends  completeness  of  that  measure  : 
and  xarwregw,  shews  ottroZg  to  be  used  with  a  definite  sense, 
as  rg/eroD?  xa#  trravw  —  three  years  old  and  upward,  in 
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2  Chron.  xxxi.  16.  For  xcirurtgu  —  ‘  somewhat  under,  or 
‘  below/  see  the  former  Annotations,  p.  125.  I  have  there 
shewn,  that  xa ruregu  is  (if  I  may  so  speak)  diminutive  of 
xuru.  In  1  Chron.  xxvii.  23,  we  read,  a rro  tixocatroug  xas 
xurwf  where  xuru,  in  the  positive ,  denotes,  ‘  all  below  twenty 
4  years  xururegu,  in  the  comparative ,  reduces  that  extent, 
and  signifies  *  somewhat  below  *  two  years.  It  fully  appears, 
from  the  history,  that  Herod's  object  was,  to  compute  the 
exact  aye  of  his  intended  victim;  and,  that  his  sanguinary 
caution  caused  him  *  someichat ’  to  extend  the  calculation  ;  but 
there  is  no  ground,  beyond  traditional  imagination,  to  4 justify 
1  the  received  opinion  of  the  extent  of  his  barbarity '  (Trollope.) 
And,  this  fact  may  serve  to  explain  further,  why  no  express 
record  of  this  local  act  of  cruelty  is  found  in  the  contem¬ 
porary  writers.  It  was  fully  sufficient,  to  verify  the  prophecy 
of  Jeremiah  to  the  Jewish  nation;  but,  not  of  sufficient  mag¬ 
nitude  to  prompt  a  heathen  historian  to  record  it,  in  an  age 
too  familiar  with  scenes  of  sanguinary  atrocity  :  as  in  the  case 
of  ‘  the  Galileans ,  whose  blood  Pilate  mingled  with  their  sacri - 
‘  fees ;  (Luke,  xiii.  1);  an  incident,  unnoticed  by  historians. 

All  the  hypothetical  arguments  exercised  with  a  view  to 
detect  the  precise  time  of  the  appearance  of  the  sidereal 
indication  of  the  Saviour’s  birth,  from  astronomical  records, 
have  been  a  pure  waste  of  ingenious  imagination.  We  have 
seen  (Annot.  p.  122,)  that  the  Eastern  travellers  were 
conducted  by  it  to  his  dwelling,  not  at  Bethlehem,  but  at 
Nazareth ;  and  it  was  very  probable,  that  those  strangers 
would  not  be  summoned  to  his  presence,  until  he  had  attained 
the  stage  of  wakeful  notice,  which  is  acquired  at  the  age  of 
two  years. 

Ver.  23.  in  the  city  called  Nazareth .]  Na^ager:  —  The 
received  text  and  our  authorised  English  version,  add  here 
another  clause  :  octms  to  pqQev  5/a  ruv  vrgopr,ruv,  on  Na^w- 

ga log  x\r,87i<riTai — ‘  that  it  might  be  fulfilled  which  was  spoken  by 
‘  the  prophets.  He  shall  be  called  a  Nazorcean  '  A  sentence  of 
the  same  import,  is  found  in  Luke,  ii.  39,  in  the  very  ancient 
MS.  D,  or  of  ‘  Beza — xaQaig  iggjjfoj  5/a  rov  Tgopqrov,  on  Nugcuga/og 
xXnh^ra i  — *  as  it  is  said  by  the  prophet,  that  he  shall  be  called 
‘  a  Nazorcean .’  No  such  passage  exists,  in  any  part  of  the 
Old  Scriptures  ;  wherefore,  in  the  margin  of  the  Syriac  MS., 
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Assent.  it  is  noted  by  Birch  (to  Matt.  ii.  *23,  p.  9,  N.  T.) 
— “in  margine  Cod.  Assent.  I.  inonetur,  htecsimita  esse  e  libro 
“  ignoto ;  licet  S.  Efrem  ea  ad  Jes.  xi.  1.  referre  velit.”  We 
know,  from  unequivocal  testimony,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote 
his  gospel  in  his  own  native  Hebrew ,  for  the  instruction  of 
his  Jewish  countrymen.1  “  Matthew  compiled  his  gospel  in 
“  the  Hebrew  language  ;  which  every  one  translated  as  he 
“  was  able.”  This  is  the  witness  of  Papias,  an  auditor  of 
John  the  evangelist  —  nac/as  luavwu  axoo<rr*is. —  Pantfenus,  a 
contemporary  of  the  former,  bears  testimony  also  to  Mat¬ 
thew’s  Hebrew  gospel ,  which  he  carried  into  India.  Clemens 
of  Alexandria,  the  disciple  of  Pantaenus,  bears  testimony  to 
the  same  original;  so  also  Irenaeus,  and  Origen,  in  the 
second  century.  (Euseb.  Heel.  Hist.  pp.  Ilf),  138,  219,  223, 
290.)  Matthew  could  not  have  confounded,  in  his  native 
tongue ,  two  words  which  had  no  relation  common  to  each 
other  ;  but,  the  similarity  of  two  words  were  very  easily  to  be 
confounded  by  a  foreigner  (such  as  was  the  Greek  translator 
of  the  original  Hebrew),  who  has  supplied  the  augmentation 
of  the  concluding  verse  23,  of  the  received  and  authorised  text; 
which  demonstrates  its  spuriousness.  I  have  no  hesitation, 
therefore,  to  reject  that  self-convicted  pkiloponism.  —  It  will 
be  well  here  to  observe,  that  the  form  Na£oga/o$,  is  found 
only  in  Matthew  and  John,  and  Na£a %t,vos,  only  in  Mark  and 
Luke:  as,  in  a  similar  manner,  the  form  ' Ugov4*\r,,u.  is  found 
only  in  the  Gospel  of  Luke ;  but,  in  the  other  three,  is  uni¬ 
formly  written  TegotfoXu/xa.  By  which  fact  is  shewn,  that  as 
the  passage  in  Matthew ,  xxiii.  37,  containing  the  form 'Iggou- 
au>.7}fj,y  is  an  interpolation  drawn  from  Luke,  xiii.  36,  so,  both 
the  two  passages,  now  found  in  the  Greek  translation  of  Mat - 
thew's  Hebrew  original ,  have  been  surreptitiously  introduced. 
(See  the  following  Annot .  to  Mark,  xiii.  1,  and  Luke,  xiii. 
36.)  The  elaborated  annotation  of  Bengel  to  the  word  Na 
occios  in  this  place,  who  was  not  aware  of  the  change  which 
the  text  had  sustained  in  its  translation  from  the  Hebrew 


1  The  following  contumacious  position  of  an  inteinperote  author,  would  have 
been  better  withheld  :  “  //so  many  hooks  in  Greek,  why  not  all  ?  It  seems  to 
“  have  been  prejudice,  which  first  made  men  fancy  it  was  likely  that  those  two 
"  books  (Matthew  and  Hebrews )  should  be  first  written  in  Hebrew,  and  thence 
“  conclude  that  they  were  so." — (Hey’s  Lectures,  &c.  vol.  i.  p.  20.)  The  writer 
would  have  more  prudently  suppressed,  either  this  paragraph,  or  his  own  name. 
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original ;  and  those  of  Burton,  Bloomfield,  Trollope,  and  of 
all  others  ;  are  superseded  at  once  by  the  direct  internal 
evidence,  that  the  whole  concluding  clause  was  an  unskilful 
philoponism  of  the  Greek  translator:  who  erroneously  con¬ 
ceived,  that  va£i§  (vagigaiog,  w^qgatog),  Jud.  xiii.  5,  ‘  Nazarite,* 
or  *  one  hound  under  a  certain  vow  and  ‘  Nazarine  ’  or  ‘  Naza- 
4  razan'  or  *  a  native  of  the  city  Nazareth ,’  had  the  same  signi¬ 
fication  ;  and  who,  under  that  error,  devised  his  imaginative 
super  addition.  (See,  Train  mil  Concord .  Gr.  ad  Septuag. 
lnterpr.  vol.  ii.  p.  62,  fol.) 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  4.  his  food  was  locusts ,  &C.]  r)  w  uurou  a xpdeg 

—  It  is  remarkable,  that  although  in  Lev.  xi.  22,  the 
‘  locust  and  its  kind  9  are  specially  named  as  lawful  arti¬ 
cles  of  food,  and  although  they  are,  to  this  day,  used  as 
such,  in  the  countries  of  scriptural  geography  (Shaw’s  Tra¬ 
vels,  p.  256,  fol.) ;  yet,  we  never  find  them  again  mentioned 
in  Scripture,  as  applied  to  that  use,  by  any  one  but  by  John 
the  Baptist.  The  Sept .  render,  by  the  common  appel¬ 
lation  of  a xoig,  the  Hebrew  name  of  several  varieties  of 
insects  ;  but,  that  which  is  specified  in  Lev.,  is  the  im«, 
*  locusta ,’  from  roi,  4  multum  esse.’  (Castell.  Lex.)  Strabo 
(tom.  ii.  p.  1118)  describes  the  simple  process  by  which 
these  insects  were  prepared,  for  present  and  future  suste¬ 
nance,  by  the  Arabs :  “  These  people,”  he  says,  “  live  on  the 
“  locusts  which  the  \V.  and  S.W.  winds  blow  in  the  spring, 
“  with  great  violence,  into  those  countries.  They  place 
“  smoky  fuel  in  their  valleys,  which  they  slightly  kindle; 
u  and  the  swarms  of  locusts  flying  over,  are  blinded  by  the 
“  smoke,  and  fall  down.  They  then  collect  and  salt  them, 
il  and  preserve  them  for  use.”  See  Bochart  s  Hieroz.  lib.  iv. 
c.  4,  p.  480  ;  and  c.  7,  p.  487,  where  he  established,  in  1692, 
his  position,  44  Joh.  Bapt.  veras  locustas  habuisse  pro  cibo ,” 
against  his  learned  contemporary,  Sir  Norton  Knatchbull, 
and  other  ingenious  expositors,  who  conjectured,  that  a 
intended  here  a  vegetable ,  not  an  animal  substance  ;  namely, 
what  is  called  the  ‘  locust-bean  *  Knatchbull  found  a  diffi- 
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culty  in  supposing,  that  the  Baptist  was  able  to  prepare  the 
animal  food  in  the  desert — “  quaruni  cirtium  ulla,  vix  credere 
“  est  usum  fuisse  Baptistam  in  deserto  or,  that  he  would 
encounter  the  labour  of  doing  so,  and  of  hunting  for  the 
insects — “  et  utrum  laboris  tcedium  in  arefaciendo  coram  sole, 
“  vel  in  venando  vel  in  avcupando ,  sumpserit .**  But,  the 
order  of  Providence  brought  the  swarms  of  insects  to  his 
hand,  by  millions,  without  other  labour  than  the  kindling  the 
smoke  of  some  half-dried  wild  vegetation  ;  and  the  ‘  Dead 
1  Sea'  was  close  at  hand,  to  supply  him  with  its  salt :  “  The 
“  Arabs  make  pits  at  the  side  of  the  lake,  which  are  filled 
“  bv  its  overflow  on  the  melting  of  the  snow;  and,  when 
“  the  lake  is  lower,  the  water  evaporates,  and  leaves  a  cake 
“  of  salt :  —  the  country,  for  a  considerable  distance,  is  sup- 
“  plied  with  it  for  common  use.”  (Pococke,  vol.  ii.  p.  36.) 
Bloomfield  shews  from  A  ristoph.  .4  c/mrn.  1116,  Brunck.  ( 1 129, 
Invernez.)  that  locusts  were  accounted  a  *  mean  food*  by 
the  Greeks  ;  but  I  do  not  find,  in  either  of  those  editions,  the 
‘  Sckol.'  to  which  this  learned  annotator  refers.  It  was,  on 
account  of  the  *  meanness'  of  the  diet,  that  it  is  here  commemo¬ 
rated  by  the  Evangelist.  (See  this  question,  determined  also 
for  the  animal  locust ,  in  Elliott’s  ‘  Travels'  in  Palestine.) 

Ver.  15.  accomplish  the  whole  of  justification.]  The 
phrase,  ‘  fulfil  all  righteousness,'  given  by  Wiclif  from  the 
Latin  ‘  implere  omnem  justitiam and  copied  from  him,  by 
all  the  succeeding  translators  and  revisers,  demonstrates 
the  embarrassment  which  the  English  rendering  has  caused 
to  them  all.  It  is  the  same  with  the  Latin  translation. 
Eulhymius  approached  much  nearer  to  the  true  sense  with 
his  Greek ,  when  he  paraphrased  thus:  —  tira 
ouvai  craffa*  svro?.7jv  d/a  rov  f3a-r/s6r,va/}  /va  —  rr, ;  craXa/  xarad/xrs 
eyu  vuv  roj?  f/xou.  —  ‘  Thus  it  becomes  me  to  fulfil 

‘  every  commandment,  by  submitting  to  baptism;  that  I  may 
‘  release  my  (people)  from  their  ancient  condemnation:' — 
that  is,  (as  more  briefly  rendered  here) —  4  Thus  it  becometh 
‘  us,  to  accomplish  the  whole  of  justification.’ 

The  learned  Cave  thus  betrays  the  equivocation  with 
which  these  two  words  ( justification — righteousness)  were 
used  by  our  early  English  divines.  “  In  the  first  three 
44  chapters  of  St.  Paul  s  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  having 
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14  proved  at  large  that  the  4  whole  world,  both  Jew  and 
“  Gentile,  were  under  a  state  of  guilt ,  and  consequently, 
44  liable  to  the  divine  sentence  and  condemnation  ;  he  comes 
“  next  to  inquire,  by  what  means  they  may  be  delivered 
44 from  this  slate  of  vengeance ;  and  shews,  that  it  could  not 
44  be  by  legal  observances;  but  that,  now,  there  is  a  way  of 
4  righteousness  or  justification’  declared  by  Christ  in  the 
44  gospel,  extending  to  all,  both  Jews  and  Gentiles:  whereby 
“  God,  with  respect  to  the  satisfaction  and  expiation  of 
“  Christ,  is  ready  freely  to  'pardon  and  justify  all  penitent 
“  believers;  that  therefore,  there  was  a  way  revealed  in  the 
“  gospel,  whereby  a  man  might  b e  justified,  without  being 
“  beholden  to  the  rites  of  the  Jewish  law ( Life  of  & ‘t. 
Paul,  §  10.)  —  Karadir.ns  axaXktMusuv,  to  ‘  reprieve  after  sen - 
4  fence  of  judgment  given ,’  was  conventionally  expressed  by 
the  apostles,  d/xa/otnm? ;  to  convey  which  sense,  the  first  Latin 
Christian  writers  devised  the  word,  ‘  justb/zco  ’  —  i.  e.  4  make - 
4  guiltless’  (Tertull.  ad  Marc.  iv.  18.)  It  is  manifest,  that  the 
quality  of  absolute  and  essential  guiltlessness  or  innocence,  is 
widely  different  from  the  former  ;  yet,  those  qualities  are  un¬ 
warily  confounded,  as  if  they  were,  synomjmous,  in  that  position 
of  the  learned  Cave  :  which  is,  also,  that  of  the  4  eleventh 
4  article  of  Faith ,  of  our  Church.'  I  must  therefore  take  leave 
to  insist,  (notwithstanding  the  denial  of  two  learned  modern 
divines,)  that  the  proper  signification  of  bixuiotwr)  in  this  place, 
and  generally  throughout  the  evangelical  Scriptures,  is  (as 
wras  asserted  by  the  pre-eminent  theologian  named  in  my 
first  Annotationy  Bishop  Bull,)  “  altogether  forensic,  or  of 
“  legal  adjudication;  and  intends,  release  from  the  guilt ,  and 
“  consequent  penalty,  of  Sin:” — ‘  for,  all  have  sinned;  but 
‘  ar  e  justified  freely  by  grace'  (Rom.  iii.  23,24.)  There  is 
the  same  relation  to  the  terms  ‘justice  and  justif cation,'  as 
to  those  of  rectitude  and  rectification  : — 44  rectitude,  is  strait - 
44  ness,  not  curvity ;  rectification,  is  the  act  of  setting  right 
“  what  was  wrong.”  (Johnson.)  Righteousness  and  recti - 
tude ,  have  the  same  ultimate  signification ;  and  so,  also, 
justification  and  rectification  have  the  same  ultimate  sig¬ 
nification.  If,  then,  two  such  different  imports  ( righteousness 
and  justification)  be  used  as  synonymous,  the  references  drawn 
from  them  must  necessarily  be  vicious ,  that  is,  false.  (See 
after,  Annot.  to  Rom.  vi.  1G-23.) 
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Vcr.  13.  sea-coast  in  the  borders  of  Zeb.  &c.]  TagaOu 
aiav  tv  <5 pug  Zt(3.  kc.  : —  This  description,  only  denotes  the 
western  line  of  coast  of  the  sea  or  lake  of  Tiberias;  which 
formed  the  eastern  boundaries ,  both  of  Zebulun  and  Napli- 
tali.  Some  ancient  maps  give  the  whole  of  the  W.  coast 
to  Naphtali,  contrary  to  the  statement  in  Josh.  xix.  11, 
“  the  border  of  Zebulun  went  up  to  the  sea”  i.  e.  of  Tiberias 
or  Gennesaret:  (not  the  ‘  great  sea ,*  or  *  Mediterranean,  as  is 
shewn  in  ver.  15;  the  tribe  of  Asher,  extending  from  Tyre 
to  Carmel,  south,  separated  Zebulun  from  the  ‘ great  sea  /  as 
is  duly  laid  down  in  D’Anville’s  map.) 

Ver.  15.  Zebulun,  and  Naphtali,  on  the  way  of  the  sea, 
&C.]  (jta0’)  o5ov  (r?j;)  0aka.s<ST\;  (f/g  ro )  *r£gav  rou  Io^davou,  i.  e. 

‘  along  the  sea  or  lake- road,  to  the  passage  of  the  Jordan  in 
other  words,  ‘  from  Nazareth  to  Capernaum ;  which  district, 
constituted  the  Galilee  here  mentioned.  For,  Nazareth  was 
in  Zebulun ;  and  Capernaum,  was  situated  at  the  eastern 
point  of  Naphtali  where  the  Jordan  enters  the  sea  or  lake 
of  Tiberias.  The  ancient  prophecy  thus,  minutely,  described 
the  first  theatre  of  our  Lord’s  public  ministry :  “  Topogra- 
“  phia  prophetica  mirabilis,”  observes  Bengel ;  “  latitudine 
“  et  longitudine  ad  punctum  conveniente.” 

lb.  to  the  Jordan.]  All  our  English  versions,  from 
Wiclif  to  James  I.,  have  erroneously  rendered  the  Greek 
TEgav  to\j  JooSavou  —  beyond  the  Jordan;  following  the  first,  or 
Latin  translator,  who  rendered,  '  trans  Jordanem.’  I  there¬ 
fore  left  the  received  term,  ‘  beyond in  my  former  text,  until 
I  could  ascertain  the  principle  by  which  the  word  xsgav 
ought,  on  all  occasions,  to  be  interpreted.  This  word, 
standing  alone,  has  caused  a  perplexity  to  the  commentators 
and  annotators  of  all  ages,  which  has  not  a  little  confounded 
the  topographical  history  of  the  gospel ;  some  writers  as¬ 
suming  the  wrord  to  signify  only,  ‘  trans,  ultra  —  beyond ,’ 
whilst  others  contended,  that  it  signified  also,  ‘  cis — on  this 
*  side.'  (See  Parkhurst’s  Lex.,  new  edition.) 

1.  Damm  (Lex.  p.  1972),  speaking  after  Eustathius,  says, 
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“  Kigav  (Ion.  treg7i v)t  proprie  est  accusativus  ab  35  cr tea — eadem 
“  quae  r\  tga,  rj  yri  —  per  ellipsin ,  Kara  rr,v  crtgav  vel  tig  tt\v  creoav; 
(t  et  notat,  a to  tuv  zvrauQa  tig  ttjv  tJiaStv  avriKvu  yrjv — ‘  ab  kisce 
“  *  locis  in  terram  inde  e  regime  sitam ”  The  word  is  of 
comparatively  rare  occurrence  in  the  classical  writers. 

2.  In  the  sacred  Greek  writers,  of  both  Scriptures,  it  is 
of  frequent  occurrence,  both  with  and  without  ellipsis.  The 
Sept,  use  it  about  80  times :  of  these,  48  times  with  the 
prepositions  arro,  tv,  v/.}  tig,  expressed,  and  the  remainder,  with 
ellipsis  of  the  prepositions.  The  Evangelists  employ  ntgav 
23  times ;  1 1  times  with  the  prepositions  tig ,  ha,  the  remain¬ 
ing  times  elliptically  ;  but,  all  these  use  Ttgav  as  an  adverb, 
with  the  neuter  article  to,  when  the  preposition  is  expressed ; 
not  as  an  accusative  case,  with  the  feminine  article,  as  Damm 
exemplifies  :  “the  accusatives  <xtg av  and  wtwv,  observes  Eusta- 
“  thius,  passed  into  advei'bs —  tig  tTiggripara  to,  oregi jv  xa  1 
rrepctv  (AirtKEOtv.”  p.  1475,  42. 

3.  But,  these  last  Hellenistic  writers  used  it  with  a  differ¬ 
ent  acceptation  from  that  assigned  to  it  by  Damm;  they  used 
it  with  the  sense  of  the  Heb.  -op,  "oyo — btufiuag — ‘  transit  us — 
‘  alveus — passage,  ford,  or  bed  of  a  river  (‘  transit  urn  ponti- 
‘  1  culo  conjungere — to  join  the  opposite  banks  by  a  bridge.’ 
‘  Cic.  Tusc.  v.  59);  so  that,  ug  to  vtgav  signified  ad  transition ; 
*  ha  rev  trtguv  —  per  transition;  tv  r«  trtgav —  in  transitu ;  uno 
i  tov  mgav  —  e  transitu When,  therefore,  Ttg av  is  found 
alone,  it  is  elliptical  of  one  or  other  of  those  directing 
prepositions,  and  its  intention  is  manifested  by  the  tenor  of 
the  conlext. 

In  the  citation  from  Isaiah  before  us,  which  describes  the 
extremity  of  the  tribe  of  Naphtali,  whose  “  outgoings  were 
41  at  Jordan ”  (J09I1.  xvii.  9),  the  ‘  motus  ad  locum *  indicated 
by  directs  us  to  understand,  tig  to  ireoav — *  along  the  sea- 
‘  road,  to  the  channel ,  or  bed  of  the  Jordan ,  or  simply,  to  the 
4 Jordan which  formed  the  S.E.  limit  of  Naphtali;  not, 
4  beyond'  Jordan.  So,  in  ch.  xix.  I,  where  onr  version  also 
renders  ‘  beyond and  the  Greek  has  only  Ttg av,  we  are  to 
understand  tig  to  rrtgav,  which  constituted  ra  ogia  rqg  Icudaiug. 
Mark,  xi.  1  (Gr.  x.  1),  says,  Sia  rou  —  *  by  or  along  the 
1  course  or  bank  of  the  Jordan,’  which  formed  the  eastern 
boundary  of  Judea;  by  pursuing  which  line,  our  Lord  arrived 
at  Jericho :  not  ‘  bnjond  *  or  *  on  the  other  side  *  which  was  ‘  not 
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‘  in  the  borders  of  Judea'  13y  rendering  xt%av, 4  ultra,’  in  this 
place,  the  Latin  translator  entailed  a  prescriptive  perversion 
of  topographical  history  on  all  the  ages  that  followed  him. 
The  theatre  of  the  Baptist’s  functions,  was  the  4  wilderness  of 
4  Judea;’  the  whole  of  which  lay  on  the  west  side  of  the 
Jordan.  So,  ch.  v.  3  (Gr.  iv.  25),  and  in  the  corresponding 
passage,  Mark,  iii.  8,  <r egav  is  governed  by  aero,  and  we  are 
to  understand,  <zco  rov  tgav —  ‘  from  the  boundary  of  the  Jor- 
4  dan.’  In  John,  i.  28,  tv  TSrjOccvicL  xzoav  rov  orrov  tjv  Icoav., 

we  are  to  understand,  tv  ry  crsjav —  4  in  or  at  the  -passage  of 
1  the  Jordan:*  so,  in  John,  iii.  26;  but,  in  ch.  x.  40,  (vrrfkQtv 
rrtsav  rov  IogS.  tig  rov  rocrov ,  we  are  plainly  to  understand, 
tig  ro  Ktguv.  St.  John  is  the  only  evangelist  that  always 
omits  the  preposition.  In  ch.  vi.  1,  and  17,  we  are  to 
understand,  8ia  rov  ceenv:  in  vv.  22,  25,  tv  ry  tregav:  in 
ch.  xv iii.  1,  8ia  rov  rrtguv.  In  Luke,  viii.  26,  tig  rrjv  xuSa v 
rm  Tt%aGnvb)v  ( rec .  rada^vw*1)  r,ng  ten v  uvnxtguv  ri jg  TaX/Xa/ag, 
we  are  to  understand  by  avwrtouv,  not  4  over  against  Galilee;’ 
but,  4  the  opposite  coast  of  Galilee,’  both  which  opposite 
coasts  Josephus  (B.  J.  iii.  3)  expressly  states,  were  included 
in  the  territory  of  Galilee. — avrieroia<j6ai  tojv  ntgav  erga yfiuruv 
(Polyb.  iii.  97):  4‘  citeriora  et  ulteriora Steph.  T/tes.  Gr. 
V.  rrtouv. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  6.  beggars  in  spirit.]  xruyoi'. —  I  have  shewn,  in  the 
former  Annot.,  on  the  authority  of  Tertullian,  that  nruy01 
here  signifies  4  men  did  —  beggars’  So  Eustathius,  p.  1782, 
10.  rrrcuytvtiv,  tv  usy  rvj  txatruv — rrroiytvuv,  is  equivalent  to 
4  to  ask;’  also,  p.  1833,  54.  c ruyoc,  6  frairr,;,  rrtvrig  6  Xii('i 
Tovov/Ltvog,  y.ai  ovru  diu£uv- — 4  the  rTruyog  ( beggar )  is  one  who 
4  asks;  but  the  Ktvqg  {poor)  is  one  who  works  with  his  hands , 
4  and  so  gains  his  living.’  Suicer,  who  loved  to  expound  by 
the  Greek  of  the  Lower  Empire ,2  says,  “  nruy^g  proprie  est, 
44  o  urro  crXciy rov  xa rtXduv  tig  tvdtiocv — ‘rrcvyoi  is,  properly ,  one 

1  See  former  Annot.  to  Matt.  viii.  28,  |>.  140. 

1  So  called  from  tlie  French,  ‘Le  Bas  Empire:'  “  On  appelle  Le  Bas  Em. 
“  pire,  le  temps  de  la  decadence  de  1’Empire  Romain,qui  commence  a  Valerien.” 
Dial,  de  1’Acad.  Fr. 
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“  who  has  fallen  from  wealth  to  indigence for  which  defi¬ 
nition  he  only  quotes  a  *  Code  of  Ordinances'  of  the  Lower 
Greek  Emperors  —  “  Ut  habetur  ad  Basil.  Cassar.  regul. 
“  brev.  resp.  ad  Interrog."  262,  p.  630. — With  such  au¬ 
thority  we  have  no  concern. 

Ver.  33.  should  go  into  hell .]  The  Vatic,  copy,  thus 
reads  this  clause,  ei$  yttwr^v  acreXOri,  as  does  the  D,  and  some 
other  anc .  versions :  the  multitude  of  later  copies,  have 
repeated  the  clause  of  the  preceding  verse;  betraying  the 
carelessness  of  after  copyists. 

Ver.  51.  your  heavenly  Father.]  o  crarr,%  vf&u v  6  ouoaviog : 
Vatic,  and  D,  MSS.,  and  others,  read  thu9;  and  do  not 
repeat,  tv  ©y^avws,  from  ver.  48  (Gr.  45),  as  in  the  rec.  Gr. 
text,  or  K.  James’s  revision  (of  our  common  translation). 
It  cannot  be  too  often  enforced,  that  our  knowledge  of  the 
most  ancient  testimonies  of  the  primitive  text ,  has  been 
acquired  since  the  year  1611,  wdien  that  monarch  w'as  an 
active  agent  in  producing  our  present  authorised  version. 
(See  the  following  Annott.  to  2  Cor.  c.  iii.  and  v.) 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  2.  are  far  from  their  rew'ard]  or,  1  put  away  the 
‘  reward  from  them  ’ — a crey^ousi  to v  (lkjQov  (acr’)  avruv — as  in 
Jer.  v.  25,  acres rr,oav  ra  aya&a  a<p  The  Theological 

Reviewer  s  manifested  unacquaintance  of  the  philological 
history,  and  genuine  signification  of  the  verb  acrey^u  (see 
Preface ),  will  oblige  me  to  extend  this  annotation  far  beyond 
my  first  design  ;  since  he  is  more  anxious  to  retain  the 
particular  terms  used  by  ‘  K.  James’s  translators than  to 
ascertain  the  true  import  of  the  words  used  by  our  Lord. 

I  had  stated,  that  the  genuine  and  primitive  sense  of 
acrtycijf  was  ‘  aver  to,  procul  teneo ,  disto ,  absvm.'  The  reviewer 
admits,  that  “ some  such  transitive  sense”  (he  does  not  in¬ 
quire  how  or  why?)  “  does,  undoubtedly,  belong  to  it,  when 
“  used  to  signify  the  action  of  one  person  with  reference  to 
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“  others  but-  lie  objects,  with  much  derision,  tliat  l  have 
ascribed  to  ccireyu  **  the  same  transitive  force,  when  used  lo 
“  denote  the  action  of  a  person  with  reference  to  himself 
and  he  concludes — “  Never  till  note  did  we  hear  it  ques- 
“  tioned,  that  a  to  gives  to  the  transitive  verb  eyu,  in  compo- 
“  sition  with  it,  only  a  more  full  and  *  emphatic'  sense:  eyu 
“  implies  possession,  simply;  ccrtyttv  signifies ,  that  the  pos- 
*'  sessor  has  received  in  full ,  from  the  proper  quarter,  what- 
“  ever  was  due  or  expected — that  he  has  carried  off  with 
1‘  him  the  whole  of  what  was  intended  for  him.”  It  is  easy 
to  shew  the  source,  from  which  the  TheoL  Reviewer  has 
helped  himself  to  this  elaborated,  but  fallacious,  definition  of 
the  verb  a*vyjo.  He  has  evidently  taken  it,  without  acknow¬ 
ledgment,  almost  verbatim ,  from  the  convenient  1  Thesaurus ' 
of  Suicer,  first  printed  in  1682;  who,  in  his  turn,  took  it 
verbatim ,  also  without  acknowledgment,  from  Thomas  Gata- 
ker’s  Annotation  to  the  word  a^syei,  subjoined  to  his  ‘  Marcus 
‘ Antoninus ,’  first  printed  in  1652 ;  by  which  processes  we 
may  learn,  how  freely  learned  critics  sometimes  deal  with  their 
brethren's  critical  property — e.  g. : 

Suicer,  IG02.  Gataker,  1G52. 


“ - phrasis  emphnlica  est,  qua  non 

tantnin  simra,  quod  quispiam  assecutns 
est,  indicatin' ;  sed  iln  id  omue,  quod 
Mimn  docit,  plenum  et  integrum  asse- 
cutus,  ut  in  eo  plane  acquirscat,  nec 
quicquam  amplius  requirat,  iup»le 
qui  illud  sil»i  suffice!-* exisiimat.  Unde 
rt-cte  Tlieopliylactns  in  cap.  vi.  Matlh.” 
&c.  (tom.  i.  p.  434,  ed.  I74G.) 


aneyav. 

“ -  plirasis  emphatica ,  qua  non 

tanlum  snum,  quod  est  assecutus  quis¬ 
piam,  indicator ;  sed  ita  id  omne,  quod 
snum  ducit,  plenum  et  integrum  asse- 
cutua,  ut  in  eo  plane  acquiescnt,  nec 
quicquam  amplius  requiiat,  ntpoie 
quuni  illud  silii  sufficere  existimal. 
Ita  Matt,  vi.vec.  25;  Luc.  cli.  vi.  ver. 
24,  imerpretHtur  Tlieopliylact."  &c. 
(ed.  1652  et  1G97,  Annot.  p.  170.) 


According  to  the  reviewer,  therefore,  the  1  only'  direct 
and  full  import  of  atreyu,  is  to  ‘  receive  in  full;  and  thus  he 
propounds  1  suo  periculof  with  Bentley’s  daring,  but  freed  from 
the  learning ;  for,  he  is  contradicted  by  every  grammarian 
and  lexicographer,  and  is  not  supported  by  any  one  of  the 
ancient  Greek  writers;  all  of  whom,  from  Homer,  down  to 
Dionysius  Ualicarnasseus  in  the  age  of  Augustus,  used  a^yja 
with  the  significations  assigned  to  that  verb  by  Pori  us,  in  his 
Ionic  Lex.  —  “  abstinere ;  efiicere  ut  aliquis  a  re  aliqua  absti- 
“  neat ;  arctre ,  amoveret  summovere ;  removerc  ah  aliquo  loco 
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—  also,  4  disto ,  absuin  —  u-rofov  y.ai  <ro£g<y  syu,  Eustath.  crojsow 
a/tij  x.u\euu,  Hesych. 

The  meaning  of  the  verb,  in  ancient  Greek,  is  thus  cor¬ 
rectly,  though  briefly,  given  by  Dr.  Maltby  :  “  absum,  averto 
“  — to  be  distant ,  or  keep  off.  Also,  abstineo — to  refrain 
44 from ,  which  signification  more  properly  belongs  to  the 
“  middle,  amyofiai."  ( Gr.Gradus .)  Matthias  observes — “The 
“  middle  voice  is  exactly  equivalent,  in  signification,  to  the 
“  active  joined  to  the  corresponding  pronoun  pers.  reft.” — 
e.  g.  44  amytiv,  to  withhold  another  ;  mid.  axeyiaOcn,  avoGyjdQai, 
44  i.  q.  ctrreytiv  eavrov,  to  withhold  one's  self."  (Gr.  Gramm. 
§  491,  a.)  Here,  Matthice  contradicts  the  Theol.  Reviewer ; 
shewing,  that  one  of  the  two  was  by  no  means  master  of  the 
subject  with  which  he  meddled.  Priscian  remarks:  “  Graeci 
“  axtypnai  rovrou  xa/  rouro  :  iVos  quoque,  abstineo  illius ,  et 
44  ilium ,  et  illo."  {Gramm.  Latt.  Putsch .  p.  1176.)  The  first 
of  these  signifies,  amyja  (e^ayrov  aero)  royrou —  the  second, 
aneyco  touto  (acr’  s/zay rov  or  tfiod).  So  in  the  Latin  :  44  sese 
44  cibo  abstinere.”  Ccesav.  “abstinere  ignem  ab  cede.”  Lio. 
Eustathius,  who  interprets  a^eyui  by  avofcv  tyca,  eyu, 

instances  from  Homer  urrusyj  <pa ayavov,  which  the  Scholiast 
interprets  by  olkostwov — 4  keep  or  hold  back  thy  sword.’  In 
Pindar,  we  have  4/oyov  aveyw,  which  the  Scholiast  explains 
by  avu&av — ‘to  thrust  back  or  repel  an  imputation.’  (Nem. 
Od.  vii.  31 .) 

But,  in  an  after  and  later  age,  uxiyw  acquired  the  new 
modification  of  ‘  ex-cipio’ — (capio  ex  alio)  —  ‘to  get  from 
‘another;’  not  *  accipio  or  recipio ’  —  (capio  ad  me)  —  to 
‘receive;’  still  less,  ‘  habeo — to  have'  The  eminently 
learned  Salmasius,  contemporary  with  Gataker,  at  the  very 
time  that  Gataker  penned  the  note  on  awyio  above  cited, 
was  pointing  out  and  demonstrating  the  fact,  that  a  variation 
in  the  acceptation  and  use  of  the  verb  cvreyw,  and  of  many 
other  words,  had  taken  place  during  the  progress  of  the 
Greek  language ,  from  its  adult  age  in  republican  Greece,  to 
its  decline  under  the  Greek  empire.  No  notice,  however, 
appears  to  have  been  taken  of  his  acute  admonition,1  until  it 


1  Salinasius’s  triumphant  demonstrations  are  contained  in  his  three  tracts, 
printed  by  the  Elzevirs,  in  I2mo.  in  1G43,  entitled,  <de  Ilellenistica  Commenta • 
‘  riws — Funus  Ling.  J I  client  slices — Ossilegium  Ling.  Hellenist .’  In  which 
works  he  impregnably  established,  nga’mst  D.  Heinsius,  I.  That  a  ‘  Hellenistic 
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was  recently  pressed  on  I  he  attention  of  the  learned  world 
by  Frederic  William  Sturz,  in  his  treatise  *  de  Dialecto 
*  Macedimica  et  Alexandria ,*  printed  at  Leipzig,  in  1808, 
and  inserted  in  the  first  volume  of  Valpy’s  Steph.  Thesaurus. 
And  yet,  the  fact,  when  once  pointed  out,  was  plain  enough 
to  every  eye.  But,  the  plainness  of  the  fact,  as  plainly 
raised  the  question,  and  demands  a  discriminating  answer — 
to  which  age  of  the  verb  amyu  are  we  to  look  for  its  mean¬ 
ing,  as  intended  by  the  writers  of  the  Greek  Scriptures? 
namely,  the  Septuagint ,  and  the  Apostles  and  Evangelists. 
This  is  a  point  which  Salinasius  did  not  pursue,  but  remained 
satisfied  with  the  interpretations  prescriptively  transmitted 
by  the  early  scriptural  interpreters.  But,  all  those  inter¬ 
preters  were  of  the  late  age  of  the  verb  amyy  ;  and  they 
uncritically  assumed,  that  the  word  was  necessarily  to  be 
understood  with  the  meaning  current  in  their  own  day.  The 
Latin  Scriptures  of  the  Roman  Church,  adopted  and  trans¬ 
mitted  the  same  assumption  ;  and  we,  as  heritors  of  that 
church,  have  continued  to  transmit  it. 

But,  throughout  the  whole  version  of  the  Septuagint, 
a-zixu  is  nowhere  used  with  the  sense  of  4  recipio  —  to  re- 
4  ceive ,’  or  4  haheo  —  to  have.'  Trommius,  after  C.  Kircher, 
does  not  assign  either  of  those  senses  to  any  of  the  places  in 
which  that  verb  occurs,  and  he  cites  them  all  in  his  4  Con- 
4  cordance '  (under  ars yji}y  /Aa/.^av  acrs^co,  a-zycS)  \  viz. 

Gen.  xliii.  23;  xliv.  4:  Sum,  xx xii.  19:  Deut.  xii.  21; 
xiv.  24  ;  xviii.  22  :  1  S  am .  xxi .  5  :  Job,  i.  1,8;  xiii.  21  ; 
xxviii.  28:  Ps.  cii.  12:  Prov.  iii.  27;  xxii.  5;  xxiii.  4, 
13:  Ecclcs.  ii.  10:  Isa.  xxix.  13;  xlii.  19;  liv.  14;  lv.  9: 
Jerem.  vii.  9:  Ezek.  viii.  6;  xi.  15;  xxii.  5:  Joel,  i.  13; 

‘  dialect'  of  llie  Greek  language,  was  a  pure  fiction  of  John  Dnisius,  who  died 
about  thirty  years  before  their  controversy,  and  who  was  the  original  inventor 
of  an  adjective  ‘  Hellenist! ca 2.  That  the  noun  iA.A.n»rrn;  signified  only 
k  Grace  loquens  ;*  and,  3.  That  the  Greek  of  the  sacred  writers  was  no  other 
than  the  common  mixed  dialect  of  Greece,  deteriorated  in  the  distant  pro¬ 
vinces  wheie  that  language  was  spoken,  and  corrupted  by  the  admixture  of 
numerous  foreign  terms — Syriac,  Latin,  &c.  “In  omnibus  liuguis  hoc  idem 
“  obtinuit,  ut  honestiores  doctioresque,  alio  quasi  loqnendi  genere  nterentur, 
“  qiiam  plebs  ipsa  et  fsex  opificum.  Hoc  i^iutiko*  dicendi  genus,  ab  elegantium 
“  et  nrbanorum  bominuin  sermoue  »ejimetum  frequeiis  est  —  inde  sunt, 

“pro  ‘ habere *  &c.  —  nihil  liorum  Gracum  est  eo  seusii,  cum  tauten  vociun 
“  illarum  Gr<eca  sit  forma ,  et  Greeds  usitata  sint,  sed  alio  intellectu."  (Ossil. 
pp.  290,  291.) 
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ii.  8 ;  iii.  8  :  Mai.  iii.  6. — Apocryph.  1  Esdr.  vi.  27  :  Ecclus. 
xxviii.  8 :  1  Macc.  viii.  4  :  2  Maec.  xi.  5 ;  xii.  29  ;  xv.  5 
(xar6ff%ev,  not  are^ev,  in  the  London  Polyglot  t,  and  in  Mill's 
Ed.)  To  all  those  passages,  the  London  Polyglott  assigns 
only  the  significations  of  *  abstineo ,  recedo ,  absum ,  disto , 

*  aufero (excepting  theirs*  and  third  passages,  which  will 
be  considered  separately.)  Montfaucon,  in  his  Index  to  the 
Hexapla  of  Origen,  Aquila,  Symmachus,  Theodotion,  &c. 
assigns  to  aviyu  only  the  sense  of  ‘ abstineo.'  M.  C.  Rein- 
eccius,  in  his  ‘  Manuale  Biblicum  in  LXX.  et  N.T.',  com¬ 
prises  all  the  senses  of  in  both  Scriptures,  uuder  the 

Latin  *  aufero ,  abstineo*  This  is  ample  evidence,  that  the 
uityu  of  the  Alexandrian  interpreters  pertained  to  the  pri¬ 
mitive  age  of  that  verb  :  it  is  also  evidence,  that  the  verb  did 
not  derive  its  new  acceptation  from  Alexandria,  as  Salniasius 
and  Sturz  wrere  disposed  to  conjecture. 

Let  us,  next,  look  to  the  Evangelical  Scriptures,  in  order 
to  ascertain,  by  which  age  of  that  verb  we  arc  to  interpret 
their  Greek  texts. 

In  Matt.  xv.  8,  we  find  the  Septuagint  version  of  Isaiah, 
xxix.  13,  cited  by  the  Greek  translator  of  that  gospel;  and 
again  rehearsed  in  Mark,  vii.  6  —  r,  xciobiu  a vtuv  <to^u  u^e-^ei 
un'  e/t ou  —  in  which  there  is  an  ellipsis  of  the  pronoun, 
(iavTTjv).  This  passage,  our  authorised  English  version  of  the 
gospel  renders,  “  their  heart  is  far  from  me but,  in  that  of 
the  prophet,  “  they  have  removed  their  heart  far  from  me:” 
but,  if  correctly  and  strictly  rendered,  ‘  their  heart  has  re- 
‘  moved  or  withdrawn  {itself )  far  from  me/  Here,  we  have  a 
secure  critical  standard  for  the  signification  and  acceptation 
of  in  the  Apostolic  age  ;  and  we  therefore  shall  not 

travel,  with  Suicer,  into  the  l.owcr  Grech  Empire ,  to  ask  an 
interpretation  from  Theophanes,  in  the  9th  century,  CEcu- 
menius  in  the  10th,  or  Theopliylact  in  the  11th,  when  the 
acceptation  of  the  word  was  no  longer  the  same. 

Let  us  now,  therefore,  briefly  review  all  the  places  in 
which  aefij/w  and  aneyopai  are  employed  in  the  New  Cove¬ 
nant  ;  remembering,  that  the  verb  is  always  followed  with 
a.™  and  its  subject ,  either  expressed  or  understood / 


1  Polyanus  (in  the  second  century),  in  his  ‘  Stratagem.'  lib.  iii.  c.  5,  relates, 
“  that  when  Clistheues  besieged  Cirra,  in  Phocis,  whose  territory  lay  between 
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Malt.  vi.  2,  5,  16.  «t i%ouo>  to*  ftKf- 

fav  a.uTu*. 

Mark,  xiv.  41.  *Ti%i <■  uX0iv  A  chga. 


Luke,  vi.  14.  *xi%txs  Tft*  xagauXtiai* 

VflUV. 

—  vii.  6;  xv.  20.  ov  panga*  axi- 

%0*T0{  tZ'Xi. 

—  xxiv.  13.  naiforiv  axi%ovaa*  araS. 

Philipp.  iv.  18.  «ti^«  xa*ra. 

Pliilem.  15.  tta  aiutiot  auTov  a xt%r.s* 


*.  e,  axt%ovffi  to*  fd-iafo*  (««r*)  avTcu*. 

—  axi%ti  (avrt jv,  i.  e.  axofo*  tart,  *$' 

iifiOo*  7i  aiga  TOO  ca$i[/3nv)  nX6i* 
V  ojf>a.  tiov  (cat)  ura^oSiSoTon. 

Cunf.  31  HU.  xxvi.  45. 

-  BTi^in  Tn»  xa^aK\nan  (ap')  vpu*. 

-  <jv  fLa.K^<t*  aTi%o*TO{  (aoTO*,  *.  C. 

ax  oh*  otrof)  axo. 

—  ttufifi*  axigovaa*  (aurh jv,1  i.  C.  ax  oil* 

ova  a ;»)  vr.  £. 

-  axiy^u  (air'  t/iov)  xavra. 

——  I *a  ttiuno*  avrov  axt%r.s  (axo  aov). 


aKeyp/J.ca. 


Acts,  xv.  20,  29.  rot/  axt%icriai  to* 

aXtaynfia.Tur — i/5«Xo(W»v  tai  ttlparoi. 

1  Thess.  iv.  3.  axt%i<r(ai  vfoi zs  axo 

rn(  *oo*ii*f. 

1  Tim.  iv.  3.  axi%ftriai  fyuparo*. 

1  Pet.  )i.  11.  axo  rut  aa£- 

KIX.O*  IXlivftlU*. 


i.  e.  too  axt%nr  iaurovs  (axo)  akicry. 
(A.  eat  a! ft. 

- (upas)  axt%ti*  u(t*s  (avrovs)  <LTT1 

T.  X. 

- upas  ax t%u*  tavrovs  (axe)  fi/>. 

- axt% iif  tauTovf  axo  r.  a.  i. 


The  uniform  sense  of  the  middle ,  ctTixoficu  — 1  abstineo 
‘  me in  all  ages,  determines  the  primitive  sense  of  the 
active ,  ctrrt%u,  to  the  sense  of  ‘  abstineo 

In  the  passage  of  Matthew  now  before  us,  our  Lord 
affirms,  '  that  those  persons  who  seek  justification  from 
*  God,  with  an  oblique  regard  to  the  praise  of  man,  oux 


“  the  sacred  ground  of  Delphi  and  the  sea,  the  Cirrsans  despised  his  efforts ; 
"  because  the  Oracle  had  pronounced,  that  Cirra  would  he  impregnable  until 
11  the  sea  should  touch  the  sacred  ground  ;  and  their  own  intervening  territory 
“  separated  it  from  the  sea  —  xXuoto*  axt^otns  0a\urrnc  but,  Clisthenes  con- 
“  secrated  their  whole  country ;  and,  liy  thus  rendering  the  whole  extent  sacred, 
“  he  made  himself  master  of  it.”  Here,  the  learned  Meursius  had  rendered  a<ri- 
X,u »,  hy  ‘  distare .’  Kuhuius  objected — l<  ubi  axt %n*  non  est ( distare,1  ut  doctiss. 
“  Meursius  existimat:  sed,  CyrrliEei  bono  eraut  animo,  quod  maximam  partem 
“  marts  1  haberent1  ”  In  this  interpretation,  there  is  evident  absence  of  all 
pertinent  sense.  Accordingly,  in  the  Leyden  edition  of  1690,  with  Is.  Vosshis’s 
emendations,  the  passage  is  rendered  in  the  same  sense  as  by  Meursins  — 
11  longissime  rfissitf  a  mari."  Though  this  last  is  nearest  the  true  sense,  it 
still  requires  the  ellipsis  to  be  supplied  —  xXuaro*  axt^ovrif  (avm*.  t> iv  h^a* 
yn»,axe  ms)  SaXirms  —  ‘  since  they  kept  back  the  sacred  ground  at  a  great 
1  distance  from  the  sea.’  (Diog.  Laevt.  Menagii.  tom.  ii.  I ud.  p.  530.) 

1  The  French  use  ‘  se  tenir — se  trouver in  the  sense  of  ‘  Ctve.' — Diet,  de 
1’Ac.  Fr. 

c 
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*  e^oi mt  —  1  have  not axtygmiv  ( a x  a vruv)  —  ‘  keep  or  put 
1  back  from  themselves,’  and  therefore,  are  far  from ,  the 

*  reward  they  seek.’ 

But,  here  the  Theological  Reviewer  exclaims — “To  Our 
“  Ears,  this  does  sound  absolutely  monstrous:  —  as  if  the 
“  meaning  were,  that  the  persons  spoken  of,  kept  their 
“  own  reward,  or  their  own  consolation,  at  a  distance 
“from  them l”  Without  auy  allusion  to  the  Reviewers 
1  Ears,’  it  would  be  difficult  to  match  the  dulness  of  this 
observation,  from  an  aspirant  to  scriptural  exposition.  Has 
he,  then,  never  read,  “  Your  iniquities  have  turned  away 
“  these  things,  and  your  sins  have  withholden,  or  kept 
“  back ,  good  things  from  you  ” — a!  a/iagr/a i  b/twv  u.int<ST7\<sa.v 
(i.  e.  a.<Ki i%ov)  7cl  ayada  a<p ’  vilw  (Jerem.  v.  25)?  And, 
what  is  this  but  to  say,  i  Ye  have  kept  (good  things)  — 
‘  your  reward  —  your  consolation  —  back ,  or  at  a  distance , 
‘  from  you,’  and  therefore,  ‘  are  far  from  it?’  Has  he  never 
read,  “Ye  ask,  and  receive  not  —  ovx  e^ere —  °'J 
“ — because  ye  ask  evilly  —  8ion  xaxug  uitug^V’ — James, 
iv.  2,  3. 

The  fate  of  the  verb  in  the  progress  of  the 

Greek  language,  is  remarkable ;  of  which  we  have  an  apt 
illustration  in  the  only  place  where  that  verb  is  used  by 
Josephus,  who  lived  in  the  apostolic  age,  and  who  was  ac¬ 
customed  to  the  language  of  the  Greek  interpreters  of  his 
Hebrew  Scriptures.  (Bell.  Jud.  lib.  i.  c.  30.)  Pheroras, 
the  half-brother  of  Herod,  having  designed  the  death  of 
Herod,  intrusted  the  poison  which  he  had  provided  for 
that  purpose,  to  his  wife ;  but,  becoming  convinced  on  his 
death-bed,  that  he  had  falsely  suspected  Herod  of  hostility 
towards  him,  he  ordered  his  wife  “  to  bring  him  the  poi- 
“  son,  and  to  destroy  it  quickly,  before  his  eyes;”  saying, 
eyv  fLtv  afftygu  r>js  a«/3£/a{  ro  fC/r//i/oV  <rv  de  6  tpvkarrug  xar 
avrov  <pa(>fM ctxov  r,(Liv  pege,  xai  (3\e<rovrog  pov  a<pavtffov’  tva 

/ iv  xad‘  adov  <pt(>oi(u  rov  aXauroga.  Here,  the  Latin  interpreter 
renders  by  *fero ;’  and  the  passage  is  commonly 

understood  as  it  is  given  by  Parkhurst :  “I  receive ,  or  have , 
“  the  reward  of  my  wickedness,”  &c.  But,  if  the  translator 
had  been  mindful  of  the  ellipsis,  ac’  epou,  after  he 

would  have  been  sensible,  that  Pheroras  designed  the  action 
which  he  directed,  to  be  a  discharge  of  the  consciousness 
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of  his  guilt ;  and  that  he  used  a xtyu  in  its  primitive  sense  : 
“  I  remove ,  or  put  aicay ,  from  myself  the  penalty  of  impiety — 
u  that  I  may  not  carry  its  infliction  with  me  to  the  grave.” 
So,  scug  av  i^a.0T,Tt  to  avafofi a  Ifi uv  —  ‘until  ye  take  away  the 
‘  accursed  thing  from  among  you’  (Josh.  vii.  13) :  rro^u  sroir,Gov 
( udixiav )  a  cro  <roi > — ‘ put  away  iniquity  far  from  thee,’  See.  (Job, 
xi.  14):  phrases,  familiar  to  the  Jewish  narrator. 

We  have  another  example  still  more  apt,  in  Plutarch, 
who  uses  the  very  phrase  of  Matthew,  tov  fue&ov  axtyjt ; 
which  Wctstein,  Parkhurst,  and  many  others,  have  cited, 
as  a  proof  that  the  passage  in  Matthew  is  to  be  interpreted 
1  they  have  their  reward.’  Yet,  here  also,  a  short  attention 
to  the  context  will  demonstrate,  that  im^£/  is  used  in  its 
ancient  6ense,  a^eyei  ( a .«r  avrov).  Plutarch  states,  that,  by 
the  law  of  Solon,  children  born  out  of  marriage  were  not 
obliged  to  maintain  or  relieve  their  fathers  ;  and  he  remarks, 
that  he  who  disregards  the  sanctions  of  marriage,  tov  iugOov 
arztyji — puts  away  from  —  deprives  himself  of  that  filial 
support.  Langhorne  has  ineffectively  followed  the  com¬ 
mon  error  in  his  English  translation  of  Plutarch.  But, 
the  Sept.,  the  Apostolical,  and  also  the  profane  writers, 
use  iugQov  }.a,(*fiaveiv  to  express  ‘ receiving  *  a  reward.  St. 
Paul  once  says,  1  Cor.  ix.  18,  fue&ov  eyu — ‘  I  have  my  re- 
‘  ward;’  which  is  evidence,  that  he  would  have  understood 
/MiGdov  arreyw,  in  a  contrary  sense.  So  also,  when  our  Lord 
asked,  r/va  (uadov  eyere —  *  what  reward  have  yeV  (Matt.  v. 
49 ;  Gr.  46)  it  is  equally  evident,  that  he  intended  a 
sense  contrary  to  ‘  have ,’  in  his  phrase,  amyouffi  tov  /joiedov, 
which  almost  immediately  follows  in  the  same  discourse, 
c.  vi.  2. 

Besides  the  sense  of  coppw  mu,  Hcsychius  assigns  to  ocmyu 
the  signification  of  xuXsvu — <prohiheoi>  a  sense  congenial  with 
its  other  ancient  significations  above  stated.  Alberti,  in  his 
note  to  Hesychius’s  arreye  (tom.  i.  p.  446),  either  unapprised 
of  Salmasius’s  admonition,  or  persisting  in  the  prescriptive 
error,  rejects  the  application  of  this  interpretation  to  the 
passage  of  Matthew  now  before  us.  “  Cave  tamen  hoc 
t€  sensu  interpreters  phrasin  arreytiv  tov  {j,urOov,  quasi  f  pro  fn- 
“  ‘  here  mercedem'  significant ;  ut  vult  doctiss.  Knatchbull 
“  ad  Matth.  vi.  2:  eodem  modo  exponens  Plutarclnim  in 
“  Solone ,  p.  90  (in  quo  loco  eitando  conspirassc  videntur 
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“  Philologi  Sacri):  notat  enim,  habere  mercedem /*  The 
preceding  paragraphs  shew  the  soundness  of  Knatchbull’s 
exposition,  and  the  unsoundness  of  Alberti's.  The  following 
is  a  translation  of  Knatchbull’s  learned  *  Animadversion  ’  on 
the  passage  ;  exhibiting  a  striking  contrast  with  that  of  the 
Theological  Reviewer. 

14  Verily  I  tell  you,  they  have  or  receive  their  reward. ] 
44 — So,  the  generality  of  interpreters;  or,  to  that  effect. 
“  But,  in  the  preceding  verse,  it  is  distinctly  said,  ‘  If  ye 
‘  do  your  alms  before  men,  to  be  seen  by  them,  ye  have 
4  no  reward /  &c.,  which  is  a  positive  denial;  so  that  the 
“  following  import  would  be  more  consistent,  if  those  who 
“  so  give  their  alms  were  said,  4  not  to  have /  rather  than 
4  to  have ’  their  reward.  To  remedy  this  incongruity, 
“  I  would  certainly  render  the  word  with  this  difference; 
4  Verily  1  tell  you,  they  prevent  or  keep  away  their  reward/ 
44  By  accepting  praise  from  men,  they  prevent  praise  from 
44  God  ;  from  whom  they  will  not  obtain  it,  if  they  bestow 
44  their  alms  before  men,  in  order  to  be  seen  by  them.  I  am 
44  well  aware,  that  the  former  sense  may,  as  some  think,  be 
44  maintained  by  an  applicable  distinction,  namely,  That 
44  they  have  a  worldly  and  frail  reward ;  though,  not  a 
4  solid  and  heavenly  one/  But,  what  need  is  there  for  a 
44  foreign  and  mystic  sense  ;  what  need,  1  ask,  is  there  for  a 
44  distinction  which  is  manifestly  forced,  when  the  sense  is 
44  direct  without  any  distinction,  and  such  as  the  common 
44  use  of  the  words  import?  Now,  we  find  in  all  the  lexico- 
44  graphers,  that  xwXeuw,  signify  the  same 

44  thing  (sc.  to  hinder ,  keep  bach ,  obstruct.)  —  In  this  sense 
44  (without  offence,  be  it  said,  to  the  learned  Beza  and 
44  Grotius),  Plutarch  designed  to  be  understood  in  his  Life  of 
44  Solon ”  ( see  the  preceding  paragraph).  “And  I  am  the 
44  more  strongly  urged  to  this  acceptation,  because  the  same 
44  word  occurs,  with  the  same  sense,  towards  the  end  of  his 
44  book  on  the  Cessation  of  Oracles  (and  probably  elsewhere), 
4  Nothing  prevents ,  or  obstructs  (cim-xti),  the  spirit  of  vatici- 
4  nation/  Which  same  phrase  is  most  expressly  employed, 
44  with  the  very  same  sense,  by  DioDysius  Halicarnasseus : 

4  No  fear  shall  prevent  or  deter  me  (a?e££/)  from  speaking 
4  what  I  thiu k/  Filially,  it  is  absurd  to  resort  to  a  mys- 
44  ticaly  where  we  have  a  literal  sense  ;  and  this  rule  ought 
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11  to  be  established,  for  all  similar  passages.’’ — ( Animadr.  in 
N.  T.  p.  11.  Oxon.  1677.) 

The  vicious  circle  of  interpretation  which  ensued,  is 
equally  remarkable ;  proving  Matthew’s  meaning  by  later 
writers,  and  again,  later  writers  by  Matthew.  Thus,  we 
have  seen  Suicer  determining  the  meaning  of  amyja  in 
Matthew,  from  Theodosion,  CEcumenius,  and  Theophylact, 
who  lived  about  1000  years  after  that  evangelist;  whilst 
Cotelerius  renders  aireiyopt v,  ‘  habemus in  the  spurious 
epistle  of  Barnabas,  alleging  the  authority  of  Matthew,  so 
determined  ( Pair .  Apost.  tom.  i.  p.  42,  not.).  Yet,  in  the 
only  passage  that  Stephens  cites  for  the  sense  of  4  recipio  ’ 
(Plut.)  —  xagrrov  airf yjiv,  ra  5/iatfxaXc/a,  rov  /u,ia9ov\  the  proper 
meaning  of  airtyav  is  not  (  re-cipere,’  nor  ‘  ac-cipere  ;*  but 
1  excipere' — to  1  gather  from]  as  the  metaphor  attests — 
xag'Toy  aireytiv  (airo  rou  Sevcigou,  ra  <5/5a<rxaXoa,  top  finf6 ov  : 

which  ellipsis  being  overlooked  by  Stephens,  lie  erroneously 
says,  “  ubi  preppositio  non  itidem  privationem  signijicat” 
Yet,  the  ellipsis  is  proved  in  the  first  paragraph  of  the 
11th  book  of  M.  Antoninus,  where,  speaking  of  the  self¬ 
acting  power  of  the  soul,  he  says,  rov  xagirov  ov  <p^ £/,  a\>rt\ 
xagxovrui — were  i«rai,  gyw  amyu  ra  e/xa — (air  epou  sub.)  — 

*  the  fruit  that  it  bears,  it  gathers  itself ;  so  that  it  can  say, 

*  I  gather  my  own  ( from  myself) arrtyo)  has  here  a  syno¬ 
nymous  sense  with  xageow  preceding  (*  frucluni  perdpere , 
‘  excerptre ’) ;  from  which  latter  Greek  verb  was  derived  the 
Latin  '  carpo a  derivation  overlooked  by  Gesner,  and  by 
our  Ainsworth.  The  employment  of  aireytu  and  amyo^at 
became,  progressively,  more  and  more  elliptical .  Thus, 
where  Homer  says,  xaxwv  aero  yt/%us  eytffOai,  Eustathius  ob¬ 
serves  (p.  1928,  60),  44  Those  who  came  after  Homer  speak 
“  elliptically :  according  to  them,  it  suffices  to  say,  xaxwv 
44  aireye<i6at”  The  notion  of  ‘  re-cipio ,*  which  has  been  at¬ 
tached  by  lexicographers  to  the  verb  airty w,  is  only  a  meto¬ 
nymy,  or  a  consequence  implied  or  deduced  from  its  sense  of 
4  ex-cipio Z1  which  always  expresses  a  transfer  or  removal  from 
one  party  to  another ;  and,  he  who  has  obtained  from 

1  “  Excipio — Iatissim®  signification!*  rerlmm,  cujus  duo  tameu,  velut 
“capita  constitni  possum  ;  lit  aut  sit,  (l.)  capere  ex  loco,  uiiiversitute,  copin, 
“  mimern,  aliquid,  id  est,  eximere  :  aut  (2  )  recipere,<icciperef  ea  qua*  veniiiut : 
“  vel  (3.)  ita  ut  repellus (Gesner,  Thes.  Horn.)  The  last  of  these  Latin 
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another,  tnay  certainly  be  considered  as  having  received 
what  he  has  obtained .  So,  where  /Eschine9  says,  a  -revere 
tt\v  atroxg/ff/v  irc/.ga  <biXirtcrov  ;  and  where  Caesar  says  (ap. 
Di.  Cass.)  aveyere  cruvra  crag'  t/u>v  ;  the  speakers  did  not 
intend  to  express  1  reception  by,*  but,  ‘  acquirement  from  .’ 
In  Num.  xxxii.  19,  ucrtyojj.w  rovs  xXrigovg  rjficov  ev  ry  cregav,  &c.  ; 
a  Greek  ear  would  have  understood,  a creyofiey  rovs  xXrjgovs  ripM 
{aero  riov  xXriguv)  ev  rucregav,  & c. — 1  we  have  drawn  our  lots  ( from 
*  or  out  of  the  lots)  on  the  9ide  of  the  Jordan  eastward.’ 

Though  annotators  have  been  prompt  to  say  ‘  aneyw  pro 
1  habeo ’  (as  Upton,  Index  to  Epictetus),  yet  it  is  certain, 
that  acreyw  never  acquired  the  simple  and  absolute  sense  of 
‘  habeo — 'to  have,'  but  was  always  understood  relatively  to 
the  subject  of  a  to  with  which  it  was  compounded  ;  there¬ 
fore,  Emanuel  Moschopulus,  in  the  fourteenth  century  (the 
latest  age  of  the  ancient  Greek  language),  explains  ucreyu 
by  acroXafiwv  eyu —  *  take  from,'  (p.  176,  Lutet.  1545).  And, 
though  Gataker  described  acreyjnv  a9  *  plirasis  emphatica  ;* 
though  Suicer  echoed  Gataker;  and  though  the  Theological 
Reviewer,  who  admired  the  word,  echoed  *  emphatic 5  to 
Suicer ;  yet,  there  U  no  more  of  emphasis  in  that  verb,  than 
in  any  other  verb  compounded  with  aero.  It  is  used  ellip- 
tically  of  its  object ;  and  Gataker,  not  having  traced  the 
ellipsis ,  was  led  to  regard  its  power  as  emphatic.  To  obtain, 
therefore,  the  signification  insisted  upon  by  my  censor,  it 
is  incumbent  on  him  to  fill  up  the  ellipsis,  so  as  to  express 
the  quarter  from  whence  the  reward  was  received. 

But,  the  Theological  Reviewer,  like  Gallio,  1  cared  for 
1  none  of  these  things:' — it  wa9  sufficient  for  him  to  search,  in 
some  book  of  reference,  for  a  passage  which  he  might  appro¬ 
priate,  and  employ  as  an  artillery  to  sink  my  exposition;  and 
he  flattered  himself,  that  he  had  found  it  in  Suicer.  In  that 
exultation,  (to  express  a  quality  which  he  acknowledges, 
above)  he  ‘ saucily'  asks: — -“We  are  extremely  anxious  to 
“  know,  how  Mr.  P.  would  translate  the  Sept.  Gen.  xliii. 
“  23,  ro  agyvgiov  u/awv  acreycot  Would  he  say ,  that  the  steward 
“  of  Joseph’s  house  meant  to  affirm,  that  the  money  of  Jo- 
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44  seph’s  brethren  was  4  far  from  him ,’  and  that  he  had  never 
“  touched  a  shekel  of  it  ?  If  he  should  say  this ,  he  would  find 
“  himself  grievously  at  variance  with  the  oriyinal  Hebrew  ; 
“  which,  literally  rendered,  is,  ‘  your  money  came  to  me  *  that 
44  is,  as  our  authorised  translation  gives  it,  1  I  had  your 
44  ‘  money.’  ”  Passing  over  the  unlearned  confusion  of  the  re¬ 
lations  between  the  Hebrew,  Greek,  and  English  texts,  which 
he  here  exhibits,  I  would  ask  this  criticist  —  Whether  it  was 
through  stratagem,  or  in  honest  ignorance,  that  he  here  pro¬ 
poses,  as  a  sentence  of  the  Septuagint,  a  sentence  which  does 
not  so  exist  in  any  copy  of  the  Septuagint?  Whether  it  was 
stratagem,  or  pure  ignorance,  that  caused  him  to  suppress  a 
word  in  the  Greek  sentence,  essential  for  the  translation 
which  he  calls  for?  The  whole  passage  stands  thus,  in  every 
copy  of  that  version,  printed  and  MS.;  —  to  ugyugiov  v/tojv 
xi/iouv  airtyw.  The  Hebrew  text  has  no  word  answering  to  ey- 
hoxtfLouv:  the  Latin  renders  from  the  Greek,  ‘  argentum  probum 
4  vestrum  habeo.'  As  Joseph’s  steward  had  restored  the 
money  when  he  spoke  those  words,  and  therefore  had  it 
not  actually  in  his  possession,  it  is  manifest,  that  the  present, 
aKtyw  is  a  vitiated  reading.  Wherefore,  Augustin  (who  has 
4 probatum’  instead  of  1  probum')  aptly  remarked,  44  menda- 
44  cium  videtur ;  sed  aliquid  signijicare  credendum  est.” 
( Quccst .  ad  Gen .  tom.  iii.  p.  413.)  Now,  as  Joseph’s 
steward  was  cashier  of  Egypt  at  that  period,  if  evSox/^ouv 
(instead  of  being  a  neuter  adjective,  as  is  supposed  in  the 
Latin  translation)  is  the  first  person  imperfect  of  a  verb, 
Bvdoxipecit  (quasi  evd omu  —  ev&oxet,  tudoxipti ;  Hesych.  evboxia,  and 
not.  13,  p.  1495) ;  and  if  amyu  is  properly  i.e. 

by  the  curtailment  of  a  final  v,  common  in  MS.  texts,  we 
shall  then  have  the  pertinent  sentence — to  agyvg/o v  vftm 
tubox.ifj£ov  ave^tuv,  equivalent  to  evdoxipeu v  anuypv:  44  szepe  par- 
44  ticip.  verbo  junctum,  mutuam  patitur  permutationem,  et 
44  per  verbum  redditur;  ipsum  autem  verbum,  participii  vim 
44  obtinet:  ut  e\ahv  wrexpuywv.”  (Viger.  Hoogev.  p.  262,  and 
344)  —  *  bene  affectus  erga  vos  retinui.'  4  I  purposely,  or 
4  with  a  good  design,  withheld ,  or  kept  back ,  your  money  ' — 
i.  e.  did  not  pay  it  in.  Thus  it  is,  that  I  am  disposed  to  read, 
and  to  translate,  this  spurious  passage.  The  reviewer,  how¬ 
ever,  could  not  have  pitched  upon  any  other,  that  would 
6o  palpably  have  betrayed  his  ignorance  of  the  Septuagint 
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version,  both  in  itself  and  in  its  relation  to  the  Hebrew 
original.  Trommius  thus  introduced  it,  separately ,  in  his 
Concordance ,  tom.  i.  p.  662,  under  the  word  as  an 

‘  obelised *  passage  : 

“  2.  uii  nihil  ex  tat  in  Hebr.  texlu. 

**  Gen.  xliii.  23.  xtti  ra  et^yv^iov  v(*vt  tvbaup-w*  ouri%aii” 

by  excluding  £uSox//*ow,  therefore,  from  his  quotation  of  the 
passage,  the  reviewer  ha9  affixed  his  own  seal,  iu  attestation 
of  that  ignorance. 

The  reviewer  calls  this  exposition  of  my  *  error  ’ — 

my  1  strange  hallucination;  and  adds,  according  to  his  notion 
of  good  taste,  that  1  fire  cannot  burn  it  out  of  me  ;  which  is 
the  only  true  point  in  his  stricture.  There  is,  usually,  some 
balance  observed,  between  self-admiration  and  knowledge ; 
but,  in  this  critic,  the  balance  is  destroyed  by  the  prepon¬ 
derance  of  the  former  quality.  1  De  non  mihi  apparentibus, 
‘  et  non  existentibus,  eadem  est  ratio ,’  appears  to  be  the 
prompting  and  encouraging  principle  of  all  his  criticisms. 

I  have  to  apologise  to  the  reader,  for  detaining  him  so 
long  with  this  annotation ;  but,  as  the  reviewer  had  entered 
the  arena  professedly  to  shew,  how  instantly  and  easily  he 
could  demolish  the  labour  of  a  long  life,  it  was  necessary 
once  to  present  him  in  his  true  dimensions,  as  a  philologist 
and  a  critic.  In  all  future  occasions,  I  shall  advert  only 
briefly  to  his  animadversions. 

Ver.  13.  for,  Thine  is  the  Kingdom ,  &c.]  Scholz ,  em¬ 
phatically  rejects  this  sequel  from  his  text:  “ Egomet,  cum 
“  Complut.,  Erasmo,  Camerario ,  Grotio ,  Millio,  Bengelio , 
“  Wets  tenia,  Griesbachio ,  earn  ut  spuriam  rejeci:”  but,  with 
this  ‘  Eg  omet,'  he  forgets  the  name  of  his  laborious  senior , 
and  fellow  countryman,  Schulz  ;  who  preceded  him  by 
three  years ;  although  he  copies  a  portion  of  his  note. 
Matthaei  alone,  of  modern  editors,  would  retain  it  critically. 
Its  retention  by  Burton,  Bloomfield,  Trollope,  and  Cardwell, 
is  rather  formal  and  conventional ,  than  critical.  But, 
though  we  are  bound  to  discriminate  between  our  Lord’s 
own  words ,  and  those  of  any  other;  yet,  this  very  ancient 
and  beautiful  conclusion  is  well  entitled  to  retain  its  place, 
with  due  distinction,  as  a  liturgical  appendage. 
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CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  22.  prophesied .]  The  word  c§ofr,rcuu  —  ‘  to  pro - 

*  phesy,  is  vulgarly  assumed  a9  signifying  only,  to  ‘ foretell 
‘  future  contingencies’  But,  since  that  word  is  used  in  the 
New  Scriptures  with  a  different  signification,  the  English 
reader  requires  a  more  particular  exposition  of  the  cause 
and  nature  of  that  difference,  than  I  find  provided  for  him. 
Erasmus,  in  his  ‘  Index  Vocab prefixed  to  his  N.T.,  says, 
“  Prophets  are  persons  adorned  with  the  extraordinary  gift, 
“  of  foretelling  future  things,  and  declaring  things  that  are 
“  concealed.”  This  last  is  the  true  and  proper  meaning  of 
ngofr.rsvu,  and  the  former  is  only  a  particular  application  of 
the  power.  Eusebius,  quoted  by  Suicer,  clearly  exposes 
this  sense  :  (c^o^jjrvjg)  <za^a  to  Kgopouvav  y.ai  xgopunfyiv  tv  a vru) 
to  6t tov  vvev/ta,  fir\  povov  ra  xagovTu,  aX}.a  xa /  rcov  /MtWovruv 

xat  axg/frj  yvuaiv  —  “a  prophet  i9  so  called,  from  the  Holy 
“  Spirit  exposing  and  bringing  to  the  light ,  through  liiru, 
“  not  only  present  things ,  but  also ,  a  true  and  accurate 
“  knowledge  of  future  things Festus,  who  lived  under 
Augustus  and  Tiberius,  in  his  abridgement  of  the  more  an¬ 
cient  work  of  Verrius  Flaccus,  says,  **  Prophetas  dicebant 
“  veteres,  antistite9  fanorum  oraculorumqne  interpretes  —  the 
“  ancients  called  prophets,  the  chief  priests  of  the  temples 
“  and  interpreters  of  the  oracles.”  So  also  St.  Paul,  after 
using  the  word  irgo?7}rtur,re  —  *  prophesy ,  in  1  Cor.  xiv.  5, 
explains  that  word,  in  ver.  13,  by  dit^veur, — *  interpret ;  that 
is,  declare  and  expound  the  hidden  truths  of  the  Gospel, 
Thus,  whether  in  the  ancient  heathen  world,  or  in  the  pri¬ 
mitive  Christian  Church,  implied  merely  to  *  speak 

‘  forth,  tell ,  or  declare  actually unless  the  action  was  ex¬ 
pressly  directed  to  a  future  object,  by  some  determining 
adjunct,  which  then  gave  it  the  particular  sense  of  'fore-  tell/ 
The  common  misapprehension  of  the  proper  import  of  this 
verb,  has  arisen  from  erroneously  taking  for  granted,  that 
the  cso  in  this  compound,  always  intends  ‘ prce’  with  relation 
to  time.  Whereas,  in  its  general  sense,  it  intends  *  coram , 

*  in  medio;’  so  that  ^o^rtvca  signifies  *  pro- loquor,’  rather 
than  *  pra-dico :’ — -as  <r^rt6r,/j,i  —  ‘  pro-pono *  Stephens  ob¬ 
serves,  on  the  passage  of  St.  Paul,  last  quoted,  “  est  autem 


26 


SUPPLEMENTAL  ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  X. 


44  in  hoc  loco  xgopfireueni  nihil  aliud  quam  ucroip7jreue/v  —  adeo 
“  ut  praep.  cr^o  ponatur  pro  »to.”  This  exposition  is  equally 
applicable  to  Matt.  xxvi.  68  ;  Mark,  xvi.  65  (Gr.  xiv.) ; 
Luke,  xxii.  60;  and  John,  xi.  51.  In  the  passage  before  us, 
we  are  to  understand  :  4  Have  we  not  declared  and  published 
*  the  revealed  mysteries  of  Thy  Gospel ,  as  Thy  own  minis- 
‘  ters?’ —  How  little  this  exercise  in  itself,  will  avail  for 
justification  with  God,  our  Lord  here  awfully  forewarns  all 
secularly  ambitious  preachers. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  29.  What  hast  thou  to  do  with  us?~\  That  our  common 
English  rendering  of  the  phrases,  n  xcu  <sot  —  n  e/toi  tlcu 
not  — 1  What  have  we  to  do  with  thee  V — reverses  their  true 
import,  will  appear  on  closer  investigation  ;  and,  that  cot 
denotes  the  agent ,  jj fuv  or  epoi  the  patient ,  in  the  supposed 
action.  The  Lat.  Vulg.  translated  “  quid  nobis  et  tibi" — 
Wiclif,  “  What  to  us  and  to  thee?"  Erasmus  critically  ob¬ 
served,  of  the  Latin  rendering ;  44  Imo,  quid  hie  4  Tiiter- 
4  preti  cum  Graca  figura?’  Vertendum  erat,  si  Latine 
“  loqui  voluisset,  Quid  tibi  rei  nobiscum  est ?”  This  inter¬ 
pretation  is  confirmed  by  the  question  that  follows,  1  Art 
1  thou  come  to  torment  us  before  the  time?'  This  order  of 
interpretation  is  to  be  observed,  also,  in  Mark,  i.  24,  v.  7 ; 
Luke,  viii.  28;  John,  ii.  4. 


CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  6  (Gr.  2).  the  twelve  apostles .]  The  order  in  which 
the  names  of  the  twelve  apostles  are  given  here  by  Mat¬ 
thew,  by  Mark,  in  ch.  iii.  15,  and  by  Luke,  in  ch.  vi.  14,  are 
generally  the  order  in  which  they  became  disciples  of  our 
Lord.  Andrew,  Peter,  Philip,  Bartholomew  (or  Nathanael), 
and  the  two  sons  of  Zebedee,  were  his  first  disciples  that 
attended  his  person  (John,  i.  39-43).  Of  the  conversion  of 
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Thomas  (named  Didumus ,  or  Twin)  we  are  not  informed ;  but 
the  calling  of  Matthew,  surnamed  Levi,  we  have  on  record. 
The  three  following  were  our  Lords  brothers  according  to 
his  legal  genealogy,  viz. :  James,  the  son  of  Alpheus  (Kleo- 
pas ,  or  Klopas ),  and  his  two  brothers,  Judas,  called  Thad- 
deeus ,  and  Simon,  called  the  Kanancean  or  Zealot.  In 
Luke,  vi.,  and  Acts,  i.,  these  last  are  plainly  described  in 
the  Vat.  MS.,  I axtt/3o$  A Xpa/ou,  xa /  h/tuv  6  ZtjXwttjs  xa/  lovdag, 
la xw(3o\j — 1  James  son  of  Alpheus,  and  Simon  the  Zealot  and 
‘  Judas,  or  Jude,  brothers  of  James.’  (See  c.  xiii.  55,  and 
Annot.  to  John,  xix.  25.) 

Ver.  7.  Bartholomew.']  B a^&o\o/Mcaog:  ‘  Proprio  nomine 
*  videtur  vocatus  fuisse  Nathanael  *  (Wetstein.)  —  ‘  It  ap- 
‘  pears,  that  Bartholomew' s  proper  name  was  Nathanael .’ — 
This  is  also  the  judgment  of  the  learned  Bengel ;  also,  of 
Bloomfield :  Clarke  and  Wilson  are  silent  on  the  subject : 
Scott,  Burton,  and  Trollope,  balance  :  a  more  decided  opi¬ 
nion  is  that  of  a  modern,  but  modest,  traveller  in  1832-33; 
“  We  passed  Cana  :  this  was  the  birth-place  of  Nathanael, 
“  afterwards  called  Bartholomew.”  ( Notice  of  the  Holy 
Land,  by  the  Rev.  R.  Spencer  Hardy,  p.  232.)  A  question — 
tf  so  long  a-growing ,  and  so  leisurely  ”  (Shak.)  —  does  not 
occur  in  any  other  place.  Now,  St.  John  names  Nathanael 
among  the  earliest  of  our  Lord’s  disciples,  but  he  never 
names  Bartholomew ;  while,  the  other  evangelists  name 
Bartholomew ,  but  do  not  name  Nathanael :  as,  also,  Mat¬ 
thew  and  Mark  name  Thaddeus  among  the  twelve,  but  do 
not  name  Judas ;  and  Luke  names  Judas  (the  brother  of 
Simon),  but  does  not  name  Thaddeus.  Both  the  names, 
Nath,  and  Barth.,  are  mentioned  among  the  twelve  dis¬ 
ciples;  as  are  both  those,  of  Thadd.  and  Jud.  The  latter 
two,  are  not  distinct  and  different  individuals,  but  the  same 
person  ;  and  therefore,  reason  instructs  us  to  understand, 
that  the  former  two  names  also,  are  not  those  of  distinct  and 
different  individuals,  but  of  the  same  person.  (See  Cave, 
Lives ,  Spc.,  Bartholomew.) 

Ib.  Thomas.]  St.  John  tells  us,  that  Thomas  was  called 
Aibv/Mog,  or  twin-brother;  and  he  is  coupled,  in  the  catalogues 
of  the  three  other  evangelists,  with  Matthew  :  but  with  this 
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observable  difference; — that,  in  the  first,  they  are  presented 
as  *T.  and  M.,'  and  in  the  other  two ,  as  1 M.  and  7'.,’  but 
without  the  description  of  ‘  twin It  is  reasonable  to  infer, 
from  these  variations,  that  1  Thomas'  was  the  younger ,  to 
whom  ‘  Matthew'  yielded  the  priority  of  courtesy.  This  inti¬ 
mation,  however,  was  soon  lost  sight  of,  under  the  error  which 
early  established  itself  in  the  copies,  and  which  represented 
Matthew  as  being  a  £  son  of  Alpheus  *  (Consult  the  next 
Annot and  that  to  Mark,  ii.  14.) 


Ver.  7.  Matthew ,  the  publican.']  There  is  much  to  set  to 
rights  in  this  catalogue,  as  it  has  descended  to  us.  The 

O  O' 

clause  Ae(3f3aiog  6  emxXijfag —  ‘  Lebbaus,  whose  surname  was 9 — 
(as  our  Version  renders  those  words),  is  not  found  in  the  two 
most  ancient  MSS.,  Vat.  and  Ephr.,  nor  in  Cod.  L. ;  it  is 
not  found  in  the  Latin  versions,  nor  in  the  Coptic.  It  was 
therefore,  in  its  origin,  a  marginal  gloss  designed  for  elucida¬ 
tion,  thus : 


Kat  M&rtiLidf  i  nkuvtji'* 

KCLI  llZKO/fitf  0  TOO  A \<pCU60, 


•  At^ajOf  l 
fni’cfrfifu;. 


teat  ©aSSajflf  — 


and  Matthew,  the  publican,*  •  who  wag 
and  James,  the  son  ol'  Alpheus,  LcbOwu*. 
and  ThaddeuN  — 


but,  afterward  copied  into  the  text,  and  erroneously  inserted  ; 
since  it  regarded  Matthew ,  not  Thaddcens  or  Jude ;  and  thus, 
Lebbcens ,  Aififiaio;,  was  only  a  Greek  form  of  the  Hebrew 
Aavi’s — lLevif  another  name  of  Matthew,  which  Origen  wrote 
Aefing  {contra  Cels.  i.  c.  62),  but  the  glossist,  A ififiuiog  :  for  Eu- 
thymius,  in  the  twelfth  century,  pronounced,  with  sounder  cri¬ 
ticism  than  some  of  our  latest  learned  commentators  ;  6  Aivig 
oiiTog  o  MctrSaiog  eur/,  diavjfLog  yug  tjp — *  this  Levi  is  Matthew ,  for 
‘  he  had  two  names'  {in  Marc.  ii.  14).  The  clause,  therefore, 
if  inserted  according  to  the  intention  of  the  glossist,  would 
thus  have  constituted  the  passage  :  M arOaiog  o  teXwvtjj,  Ae/3/3a/og 
n  Aevig  o  xa<  Ictxajfiog. —  Mill,  as  Wetstein  states,  “  pu- 

“  tabat  Aefificaov  eundem  esse,  qui  Atv'ig  dicitur;”  but  Wetstein 
proceeds,  “  neque  rationcs  orthographicce  patiuntur  eundem 
“  esse  A ewV  et  AsfiPa/ov.”  Yet,  as  Origen  wrote  Atfii\g  for 
Aev/g  (as  A a(3id  is  written  for  AaurS),  and  the  later  Greeks 
wrote  a tuaiog1  for  Aeuig,  it  is  evident,  that  the  principles  of 
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orthography,  supply  the  strongest  confirmation,  to  the  iden¬ 
tity  of  the  four  names,  Asm As (Bys,  Atvato As&Suio;.  For 
the  identity  of  the  three  forms,  Alphcus,  K hop  as,  Klopa- r,  see 
Annot.  to  John,  xix.  25.  (Connect  the  following  Annot .  to 
Mark,  ii.  14. 

Ver.  8.  Simon  the  Kananccan .]  xavuvaiog:  so  read  the  two 
most  anc.  MSS.,  Vat.  and  Ephr.;  and  so  also,  this  denomina¬ 
tion  should  be  written  in  English,  with  a  Kt  to  prevent  its 
further  misapprehension.  This  word  ‘ Kanan&an  is  only  the 
Hebrew  of  the  Greek  word  ‘Zealot:'  thus,  where  the  Sept, 
interpret  the  Hebrew  by  £r,\(urr,s —  ‘  zelotes,  the  original  is, 
K3p  —  xGtMx — liana.  Matthew,  who  wrote  his  original  in 
Hebrew,  and  Mark,  who  copied  from  Matthew,  read  xavuvatog; 
in  later  copies  xa mv/rns.  Luke,  who  wrote  altogether  in 
Greek,  wrote  gij Xwnjs.  (“N3p —  xa va  —  ‘ zelotes,  Exod.  xx. 
“  5,  sic  in  Lege;  in  Prophetis ,  KlDi? — xa^oa” — id.  Nah.  i.  2, 
Castell.  Lex.)  The  ignorance  of  a  later  age  changed  the 
word  into  a  name  of  country,  in  Cod.  Bezce ,  Xuvavaw — 
‘  Clianaanite;  yet  Euthymius  apprehended  the  word  in  its 
true  sense,  2 tfiuva  rov  £?]Xwr*jv,  rjot  7ov  xavavtrriv — (i  Simon  the 
“  Zealot ,  or  the  Kanauite ."  (See  former  Annot.  to  Luke,  vi. 
15,  p.  232.) 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  2.  sent  to  him  by  his  disciples .]  AT  A  tchv  il.  a. — 
The  rec.  text  reads  duo  not  S/a ;  on  which  readings  Bloomfield 
thus  observes :  “  Some  MS.  versions  and  fathers  have  d/a, 
“  which  was  preferred  by  M ill,  Bengel ,  and  Schulz ,  and 
“  edited  by  Fritz  ;  the  evidence,  however,  is  too  weak Let 
us  assay  this  4  too  weak  evidence ,'  which  is  that  of  the  Codd. 
Vatic. y  Ephr.y  Bezay  and  Dublin ;  and  which  are  the  ear¬ 
liest  surviving  testimonies,  written  some  centuries  before 
any  of  the  aggregate  of  those  copies  which  constituted  the 
received  text.  It  is,  therefore,  permissible  to  reject  the 
learned  doctor  s  personal  sentence ,  and  to  adhere  preferably 
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to  that  of  Mill,  Bcngel ,  and  Schulz ;  and  of  the  four  patri¬ 
archal  authorities ,  which  are  here  alleged. 

Ver.  12.  is  proclaimed.]  fioarai:  corresponding  to  tvayysXi- 
£irai  — *  is  preached as  the  same  passage  is  rendered  in 
Luke,  xvi.  16;  not  fiiafsrcu —  ‘  suffer eth  violence as  in  our 
Engl.  Vers.,  (see  the  former  Annot.  to  Matt.  xi.  12.) 
The  Theological  Reviewer  says,  “  (3 ifiorjptvos  may  signify 
*  celebrated;*  but  it  is  incumbent  on  Mr.  P.  to  satisfy 
44  Us,  that  (3ouG0ai  is  ever  used,  where  the  meaning  is, 
“  that  a  thing  is  *  openly  proclaimed  or  taught  by  indivi- 
4  duals'"  I  therefore  add  from  Favorinu9  (or  Phavorinus), 

р.  152 — / Sefioyfieva ,  8/a/?o>jra  :  —  that  is,  4  published,  spread 
4  abroad:*  and  moreover,  by  individuals ; — b/arrsfirrouat  toms 
dtafiovjffavras,  on  Ko/x/mSos  reQv7}x.t  —  ‘  they  sent  about  those  u'ho 
4  should  spread  a  report ,  that  Commodus  was  dead.*  (Hero- 
dian,  ap.  Steph.)  “  Aia(3e(3orifj.evoG,  unde  3/a/3o7jro?  :  —  tom  <povou 
,l  8ia(3orjToo  ytwfitvov  uno  tuv  tvbofav  —  the  murder  having  been 
4 4  published  abroad  by  those  from  within.”  (Ib.  ap.  Steph. 
biupoaw.)  The  falseness  of  the  rule,  first  broached  by  Thomas 
Magistcr  in  the  fourteenth  century,  and  copied  by  Favorinus 
in  the  sixteenth,  4  that  diafioau  was  applied  only  to  evil  report, 
‘  and  Tr^/Soaw  to  good  report,’  has  been  abundantly  exposed 
by  later  eminent  commentators  :  “  in  utramque  partem,  cum 
“  adjuncta  re  quapiam,  de  qua  agitur,  sumi  patet.”  ( Ouden - 
dorp.  Thom.  Mag.  p.  209,  10,  not.  ed.  I.  S.  Bernard.  Lugd. 
1757.) — dia.(3cuu  expresses  a  wider  sphere  of  divulgation  than 
T*g/£o ao).  Boara/,  here,  in  the  passive,  and  fiouvrog  in  the  active, 

с.  iii.  2,  are  used  for  3/a£oar«/,  3/a /So&vros  ;  the  simple  for  the 
compound  verb.  We  find  the  readings  £oyXm</  and  (3ict?erai 
confounded  in  abbreviation,  in  MSS.  (Steph.  Thes.  tom.  iv. 
p.  14 — p.  258,  Valpy). 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

Ver.  3.  put  him  in  prison.]  The  locality  of  that  prison, 
and  the  scene  of  tln’9  whole  transaction,  have  been  wrought 
into  much  confusion.  We  learn,  from  three  contemporary 
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historians,  deeply  interested  in  the  fact,  that,  at  the  time  of 
its  occurrence,  Judea  was  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Roman  governor,  Pilate,  and  Galilee  under  that  of  Herod, 
(Luke,  iii.  1);  that  Herod  gave  a  great  feast  to  the  nobles, 
chief  officers,  and  principal  persons  of  Galilee  (Matt.  xiv. 
6;  Mark,  vi.  21);  therefore,  that  the  feast  was  celebrated 
within  Herod’s  own  dominions  of  Galilee.  We  learn,  that 
during  the  feast,  and  while  the  guests  were  at  table,  a 
soldier  was  sent  out,  with  an  order  to  bring  in  the  head  of 
the  Baptist,  which  order  he  duly  executed :  the  prison  was 
therefore  in  the  same  locality  with  the  scene  of  the  feast, 
namely,  the  sovereign’s  actual  residence  in  Galilee.  Yet, 
because  Josephus,  who  wrote  later,  and  was  little  interested 
in  the  circumstance,  has  cursorily  stated,  that  the  Baptist’s 
imprisonment  and  death  took  place  at  ‘  Macherus'  (a  fortress 
beyond  the  Dead  Sea,  in  Arabia),  many  learned  persons 
have  seized  on  this  obscuration,  as  a  new  light,  and  have 
thereby  darkened  the  whole  history.  The  authors  of  the 
‘  Ancient  Universal  History '  pertinently  remark;  “Josephus 
“  should  have  told  us,  how  it  came  into  Herod’s  posses- 
“  sion  ;  having  told  us  just  before,  that  Machaerus  belonged 
“  to  the  king  of  Arabia.”  (Vol.  x.  p.  537.)  The  most 
probable  opinion,  therefore,  seems  to  be  that  of  John 
Phocas,  who,  about  1180,  wrote  his  Itinerary  in  Syria  and 
Palestine ;  and  who  referred  the  events  in  question  to  the 
city  1  Samaria which  bad  been  recently  beautified  by  the 
late  Herod  the  Great ,  and  had  been  called  by  him,  ‘ Sebaste, 
in  honour  of  Augustus. 

There  is  no  ground,  whatever,  for  assigning  the  whole 
of  Perea  to  Herod  Antipas’s  tetrarchy.  The  name  ‘ Perea ,’ 
from  the  Greek  moan j  (y> j  or  x,uiu)t  denoted  that  portion  of 
the  ancient  Israel  which  lay  on  the  east  of  the  Jordan ;  from 
whence,  an  inhabitant  of  those  parts  wras  called  moairr,$  (Jo¬ 
sephus,  de  B.  J.  lib.  ii.  20);  a  term,  which  the  Sept,  translators 
have  extended  even  to  Abram,  in  Gen.  xiv.  13,  A/Sg a/z  rui 
moarr,,  where  our  version  renders,  ‘Abram  the  Hebreio ,' 
from  the  original  napn.  Of  that  eastern  transamnian  dis¬ 
tinct,  the  portion  that  adjoined  the  Sea  of  Tiberias,  formed 
the  eastern  extent  of  Galileey  as  far  as  Gadaris}  as  Jose¬ 
phus  states  explicitly  ( ib .  lib.  iii.  c.  3) ;  so  that  when  our  Lord 
crossed  to  ‘  the  country  of  the  Gadarencs ,’  or  Gerasenea 
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(whose  countries  were  contiguous),  he  was  still  in  the  tc- 
trarchy  of  Galilee;  in  the  north  of  which  district,  Herod  built 
the  city  Julia.  No  other  portion  of  the  Percea  is  assigned 
to  Herod  Antipas’s  government  by  Josephus,  and,  therefore, 
none  so  remote  as  ‘  Machcerus.’  And,  as  we  have  such 
strong  reason  for  contesting  the  fact,  that  the  fortress  Ma- 
chasrus  was  the  scene  of  the  Baptist’s  death;  it  is  reasonable 
to  think,  that  the  statement  originated  from  a  confusion  of  an 
oral  tradition ,  that  Herod  Antipas  had  dealt  with  the  Baptist, 
as  Herod  Agrippa  afterwards  dealt  with  James  the  Elder — 
MAXAIPA  — 1  slew  him  with  the  mach2era,  or  sword,’ 
Acts,  xii.  2.  A  recent  learned  annotator  inadvertently  de¬ 
scribes  this  Herod,  as  *  Herod  Antipas ,  who  murdered  the  inno- 
‘  cents;'  but,  the  murderer  died  during  our  Lord’s  infancy, 
before  he  was  recalled  from  Egypt.  It  is  advisable,  there¬ 
fore,  to  prevent  further  mistaking  of  their  persons ,  to 
annex  a  distinct  *  genealogy  of  the  Herods ,’  drawn  from 
Prideaux’s  ‘  Connection ,’  part  ii.  p.  509,  fol.  1717. 


Malthace=c Cleopatra =Hk rod  the  Great,  the  Murderer.; 

Matt.  ii.  1-19. 

(Jii«  issue  by  three  wives  ) 


Archelaus. 
Malt.  iL 
22. 


:  Mariamne. 


Herod  Antipas. 
Matt.  xiv.  1, 
3,6;  Markpvl. 
14-30;  Luke, 
iii.  vlii.  lx. 
xili.  xxiil. ; 
Acta,  lv.  27. 


Philip. 
Luke, 
Iii.  1. 


Herod  Philip. 
Matt.  xiv. 
3 ;  Mark, 
vi.  17. 


Aristobul  us  =  Bernice. 


Herod  Agrippa  I.  = 
Acts,  xii,  1,  2, 
20-23. 


Heredias. 
Matt.  xiv. 
3;  Mark, 
vi.  17. 


Agrippa  II.  Drusilla.  Bernice. 

Acts,  xxv.  23.  lb.  xxlv.  23.  Ib.  xxv.  23. 


Ver.  5.  and  though  she  wished.]  This  passage  ought  to  be 
rendered  in  accordance  with  the  more  full  and  minute  re¬ 
lation  of  the  same  incident,  as  reported  by  Mark,  vi.  17-19 ; 
which  shews,  that  the  agent  of  the  verb  and  participle,  is  not 
1  Herod'  ( he )  in  the  parenthesis ,  but  (she)  ‘ Herodias'  in  the 
text  preceding  the  parenthesis:  and,  therefore,  that  the  text  of 
Matthew  has  been  unskilfully  adapted,  in  the  rec.  reading, 
to  an  erroneous  assumption  of  the  former  construction,  and 
has  been  thrown  into  a  direct  contradiction  to  that  of  Mark: 
which  last,  is  confirmed  by  the  minuter  circumstances  it  nar¬ 
rates.  The  primitive  text  will  therefore  have  stood,  as  in 
Mark,  xa/  rjfa\tv  a urov  asroxn/va/;  or,  xa/  6t\ov<f a  avrov  a<xoxr.  £<po/3. 
r.  o. ;  a  com  pend  9e\.  of  the  participle,  being  misapprehended. 
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CHAPTER  XVI. 

Ver.  13.  Tliou  hast  said:]  not,  ‘  Thou  art  Peter:' — 
o\i  eivag,  not  ov  u  nergog.  (See  the  former  An  no  tations,  p.  151.) 
I  have  there  shewn,  that  Jerom  and  Augustin  found  both 
those  ancient  readings ,  in  the  same  narrative ;  and,  that  the 
former  father  testified  his  perplexity  at  the  double  reading: 
“  Quid  est  quod  ait? — ‘  Et  ego  dico  tibi,  Quia  tu  mi  hi 
*  dixistk:* — ‘Et  egodico  tibi,  Quia  tu  es  Petrus?’” — both 
which  Latin  imports,  resolve  themselves  into  the  same 
original  Greek. 

The  Theological  Reviewer  here  contends,  with  a  puerile 
pertinacity,  that,  “  unless  I  can  shew  that  TTC  was  a  usual 
14  compend  of  nergog,  and  GITTC  of  e/srag,  my  conjecture 
“  falls  to  the  ground .”  The  puerility  of  this  remark  consists 
in  the  ignorauce  of  assuming,  that  compendious  writing  was 
a  process  of  defined  and  limited  rule  ;  whereas,  from  its 
cause  and  nature,  it  was  undefined,  contingent,  and  in  a 
great  measure  arbitrary ,  in  the  position  of  every  writer. 
{Expos.  Pref.  p.  71).  What  we  are  to  require  for  a  sine 
qua  non ,  as  critics,  is  not  necessarily  a  duplicate  of  a  specific 
compend,  but,  full  evidence  that  an  alleged  compend  is  in 
perfect  conformity  with  the  principles  of  usage  by  which 
compendious  writing  was  commonly  conducted.  Now,  since 
we  have  positive  evidence  from  the  MSS.,  that  vowels  were 
commonly  omitted  ;  that  evh/ict-og  was  written  ev5i/(orof,  -raga- 
/3oXtj  Taga/3X7j,  yevr^sTai  yevffSTui,  M amffcr,g  Mavffjjg,  sragfovog  sragvog 
(lb.  p.  74)  ;  we  have  complete  moral  evidence ,  that  e/?rag 
would  have  been  correctly  and  familiarly  abridged,  tt¥$. 
With  regard  to  TTC ;  it  has  not  been  suggested,  that  cergog 
wa9  originally  written  TTC  :  but,  that,  the  connected  primi¬ 
tives  crveixg,  having  been  afterwards  arbitrarily  divided  cu  u 
erg,  instead  of  cu  tirrg,  some  early  copyist,  either  by  error  or 
artifice ,  extended  erg  into  crsrgog,  as,  in  the  preceding  para¬ 
graph,  he  bad  duly  extended  %g  into  ^g/errog. 

The  caviller  is  determined  to  force  this  question  of  simple 
philological  criticism ,  into  a  question  of  controversy  :  “Among 
“  the  conjectural  attempts  of  Mr.  P.,”  lie  says,  “  there  are  few 
“  which  demand  more  cautious  consideration  than  his  dealing 
“  with  the  celebrated  text,  Matt.  xvi.  18,  Gr.  (v.  13  of  the 
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“  N.  C.),  which  forms,  as  it  were,  the  foundation-stone  of  the 
4<  fabric  of  Roman  Supremacy.  If  the  former  (<ru  u  srergos), 

1  Thou  art  Peter,’  is  the  true  reading ,  the  Romanists  will 
“  continue  in  possession  of  a  weapon  which  they  have  most 
li  portentously  abused:  if  the  latter  (<ru  i«ras) —  ‘  Thou  hast 
1  said ,  the  weapon  will  be  wrested  from  their  hands  for 
if  ever.”  The  theologian  has  thus  spared  me  the  necessity  of 
demonstrating,  that  the  foundation  of  the  Papal  Supremacy 
depends,  and  has  always  depended,  on  a  philological  selec¬ 
tion  between  two  ancient  readings .  It  is  undeniable,  that 
the  only  passage  of  the  New  Scriptures  which  the  Church  of 
Rome  ever  alleged,  or  attempted  to  allege,  as  constituting  a 
i  Warrant  of  Primacy 9  in  the  Christian  Church,  in  favour 
of  the  Roman  See ,  is  this  clause  of  St.  Matthew’s  Gospel, 
with  the  reading  <ru  u  ~*l  (<rergo$),  instead  of  a  reading  cu  eicrg 
( ttrrac ) ;  and  there  is  good  ground  for  establishing  a  conviction, 
that  a  variation  of  the  latter  reading,  to  produce  the  former, 
was  artificially  effected,  in  order  to  create  the  spurious  *  War- 
‘  rant’  An  internal  evidence  of  very  early  corruptness,  has 
now,  at  length,  in  this  late  age,  revealed  itself  in  its  essence, 
which  can  never  again  recover  its  former  deceptious  appear¬ 
ance  of  integrity.  Every  one  will  henceforth  be  sensible, 
that  the  sentence,  “  thou  hast  said,”  is  more  congruous  with 
the  context,  and  more  consonant  with  our  Lord’s  mode  of 
discourse,  than,  1  thou  art  Peter  ’  Yet,  on  this  ground  of 
vacuity  were  erected  those  monstrous  pretensions,  which 
the  Virgil  of  modern  Rome ,  Vida,  bishop  of  Alba,  thus  por¬ 
trayed,  with  impious  fiction,  in  homage  and  obedience  to  his 
Ecclesiastical  Augustuses,  Leo  X.  and  Clement  VII. ;  at  the 
very  moment,  when  the  dispensation  of  the  *  Reformation’ 
first  began  to  beam  on  the  Christian  Church,  a.d.  1550 : 

“  Interea,  Petre,  Te  (nulli  pietate  secuDdura 

Novi  etenim)  his,  rerum  Summam  Clavumque  teneutem, 
Praeficimus  cunctls,  ultro  qui  nostra  sequuti 
Imperia :  hoc  Te  praecipuo  insignimus  lionore : 

Tu  regere ,  et  populis  parcens  dare  jura  memento. 

Summa  tibi  in  Gentes  jam  nunc  concessa  potestas: 

Jamque  pios  tege  pace:  voca  sub  signa  rebelles. 

Quemcunque  in  terris,  scelus  exitiale  perosus, 

Adinonitum  frustra  justa  devoveris  ira, 

Colloqtiio  abs terrene  hominum,  coctuque  piorum, 

Idem  erit  invisus  ccclo :  non  ille  beatis 
Sedilus  aspiret,  nisi  Tu  placabilis  idem 
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Dlgnalus  pen  la  meliorem  in  prlstina  reddas. 

Jamque  adeo  Tibi  concesstim  mortalibus  ttgris 
Claudere  siderei  portas,  ac  pandere  cafli. 

Talia  mandabat,  terras  hominesque  relinquens.” 

Christiad.  lib.  vi.  GG2. 

“  And,  Peter,  Thee,  in  faith  by  none  excelled. 

By  whom  the  Key  and  Sovereign  Power  are  held ; 

Thee  Chief,  with  peerless  honour,  I  ordain 
O'er  all  who  faithful  own  My  Heavenly  Reign. 

Be  Thine ,  alone ,  with  moderating  sway 
To  rule  mankind,  and  make  the  world  obey. 

0*er  hearts  submissive  spread  Thy  sheltering  hand  : 

Reduce  rebellion  to  Thy  just  command. 

Whome'er,  in  vain  admonished,  Thou  condemn 
To  fly  an  outcast  from  the  haunts  of  men 
Of  righteous  converse ;  he,  the  same,  shall  be 
An  object  marked  of  Heaven’s  hostility. 

In  vain  shall  be  aspire  to  bliss  above ; 

Till  Thou  appeased  shalt  deign,  with  pious  love 
Tempering  the  ardour  of  Thy  righteous  bate, 

Again  to  raise  him  to  his  first  estate. 

To  Thee,  in  fine,  for  mortal  men  ’tis  given, 

To  close,  or  to  unfold,  the  gates  of  Heaven. 

He  spoke,  and  rising  left  this  earthly  world.” 

And  in  his  '■Hymn  to  the  Apostle  Peter ,  and  his  See ’ — 

“  Ille  inde  Tibi,  mortalibus  pra  omnibus, 

Earn  (ecclesiam)  reliquit  w.theris  repetens  domos, 

Heereditario  velut  jure  caperes— 

Petre,  sive  Cephas,  seu  Simon  dici  eligis — 

Tibique  succedere  adeo  iunumerabiles, 

Alium,  deinde  alium,  instituit  in  secula ; 

Eadem  ut  potestate  pari  ter  prscellerent, 

Sella  sedeotes  in  Tua,  eodemque  Solio  : 

Consultum  ut  hominum  generi  ita  deinceps  foret, 

Omnes  ut  unum  agnoscerent  ultro  caput." 

“And,  when  He  sought  the  realms  of  Light, 

To  Thee,  hereditary  right 

To  that  High  Power  He  gave  to  claim. 

In  Peter's ,  Cephas' ,  Simon's  name 
And,  endless  heritors  decreed 
Each  after  other  to  succeed, 

And  fill,  like  Thee,  Thy  rightful  Throne ; 

Whom  men,  sole  head  on  earth,  should  own!” — (1. 23 — G3.) 

Thus,  the  “  Tu  regere  imperio  populos,  Romans,  me¬ 
mento,"  of  heathen  Rome  —  “  Roman!  take  heed  thou  rule 
the  race  of  man!"  ( — which  constituted  the  maxim  of  Impe- 
al  Roman  policy,')  combining  with  the  assumptive  6  War- 
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*  rant’  couched  in  the  terms,  ‘  Thou  art  Peter ,’  &c.  engen¬ 
dered  the  principle  of  Pontifical  Roman  policy. 

I  willingly  accept  the  Theological  Reviewer  s  designation, 
of  ‘ faithful  Protestant  critic;  notwithstanding,  the  irony 
with  which  it  is  bestowed. 

Ver.  14.  on  this  rock .]  ten  rccurjj  rtj  m srga:  —  this  Hebrew 
idiom  is  equivalent  to  the  Greek  mi  tout ^  (Xoyw)  van  mi 
xergu  —  ‘  on  this  {word  or  saying)  as  on  a  rock.’  So  in 
Exod.  xix.  4,  where  our  version  renders  too  literally  with 
the  Hebrew,  ‘  I  bare  you  on  eagles'  wings,'  the  Greek  inter¬ 
preters,  though  Jews,  render  paraphrastically,  ‘  I  bare  you 

*  as  on  eagles*  wings’ — aveXaGoy  bfiag  uffei  mi  irreguyuv  aerav. 


CHAPTER  XIX. 

Ver.  1.  to  the  Jordan.]  iregav:  —  see  above,  c.  iv.  15. 

Ver.  28.  in  the  Regeneration.]  ry  iraXiyyincKy.  —  This 
word  occurs,  in  the  N.  C.,  only  twice:  here,  with  relation  to 
the  work  of  Creation ;  and  in  Titus,  iii.  5,  with  relation  to 
the  work  of  Grace.  In  this  place,  with  the  definite  article, 
it  intends  that  period  which  will  arrive,  when  “  He  who 
“  sitteth  on  the  throne  shall  have  declared,  Behold !  I  make 
44  all  things  New.”  It  intends,  the  ymuig  xaivou  ouguvou  xai 
y.a/vrjg  —  **  the  generation  of  a  New  Heaven  and  a  New 
“  Earth .”  (Gen.  ii.  4 ;  2  Pet.  iii.  13;  Rev.  xxi.  1,  5.) 
Comp.  Luke,  xxii.  29  :  “  For,”  observed  Macarius,  in  the 
fourth  century,  “for  Christians ,  there  is  another  world ,  and 
14  other  enjoyments .” 


CHAPTER  XXI. 


Ver.  25.  planted  a  vineyard ,  and  raised  a  fence —  and 
dug  a  ivine-vat  —  and  built  a  tower.]  4 4  Within  every  in- 
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“  closure  appeared  a  wine-press ,  and  one  of  those  rough 
“  stone  edifices  —  constructed  of  circular  layers  of  loose 
“stones,  the  diameter  of  which  gradually  diminishing; 
“  and  they  end  in  a  conical  top :  —  their  sole  purpose  is  that 
“  of  shelter  for  the  guardians  of  the  lands,  who  are  gene- 
“  rally  stationed  in  them  during  the  fruit  and  grape  sea- 
44  sons,  to  protect  the  produce  from  the  depredation  of  ma- 
“  rauders.”  (Craven’s  Tour  through  the  S.  Prov.  of  Naples , 
pp.  94, 95.)  Compare/4  a  cottage  in  a  vineyard Isaiah,  i.  8. 


CHAPTER  XXII. 

Ver.  7.  soldiers .]  ar^areufiara : — The  authorised  version, 
which  I  too  scrupulously  followed,  in  the  former  edition, 
renders,  *  armies  ;  for,  there  is  an  objectionable  disparity 
between  the  agents  so  described  and  the  subjects  of  their 
action.  Tyndale  rendered,  with  better  proportion,  4  war- 
4  ryers:*  the  edition  of  1548,  4  worriers :  the  edition  of  1611, 
changed  those  renderings  to  4  armies'  The  same  disparity 
recurs  in  Acts,  xxiii.  27,  in  the  auth.  vers .,  where  it  renders 
crgartvfut,  4  army,'  though  in  ver.  10,  it  had  rendered  the 
same  word,  4  soldiers'  The  former  revisions,  rendered  more 
judiciously,  4  soldiers ,’  in  both  places. 


CHAPTER  XXIII. 

Ver.  14.  just  such  another  as  yourselves.]  : 

the  ancient  error,  of  understanding  this  phrase  to  signify, 
duplo  quam ,  Vulg.,  4  dupliciter  magis Bengel,  4  twofold 
4  more;'  has  deterred  the  later  annotators  from  seeking  its 
simple  meaning,  which  is  merely  that  of  a  counterpart ,  or 
facsimile;  or,  as  wc  popularly  say,  *a  very  double.'  — 
44  Double,  resemblance:  as,  his  or  her  double ;  meaning, 
44  another  person  extremely  like  the  party."  (Todd,  John¬ 
son's  Diet.)  Our  Lord  employed  the  phrase  in  the  same 
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sense  as  o/ao/os,  where  he  said,  rm  o/io/acw ;  hpam  ou<r/  cra/3/©/j, 
See. :  so,  in  Rev.  xviii.  6,  5/crXa,  means  only  ra  }ga ,  *  e.qui- 
4  valent as  in  Luke,  vi.  34. 

Ver.  34.  all  these  things  will  come  on  tins  generation .] 
This  was  the  original  conclusion  of  our  Lord’s  discourse,  on 
that  occasion ;  hut,  a  surreptitious  addition  was  very  early 
subjoined,  copied  from  St.  Luke’s  Gospel,  xiii.  35,  36 
(Annot.),  which  has  retained  its  furtive  station  in  this 
of  Matthew,  in  all  the  surviving  copies.  As,  the  usurping 
6  o/AoXoye/,  in  1  John,  iv.  4,  has  expelled  the  primitive 
reading,  o  Xue/,  from  all  the  copies  except  one,  ever  since  the 
fifth  century .  (Euseb.  H.  Eccl.  vii.  32.  See  the  former 
Annot.  and  the  following  Suppl.  Annot.  to  Heb.  ii.  9,  and  to 
1  John,  here  referred  to.) 


CHAPTER  XXIV. 

Ver.  5.  in  my  name.~\  It  has  been  shewn,  in  the  former 
Annot.  to  this  passage,  that  these  words  do  not  express 
the  counterfeiting  or  assuming  our  Lord’s  name  and  person ; 
but,  the  falsely  alleging  his  authority  and  mission.  Such, 
also,  were  the  propounders  of  the  i  false  Christs ’  men¬ 
tioned  afterwards  in  ver.  24 ;  that  is,  4  false  propounders  of 
‘  Christ’s  true  doctrine .* 

Ver.  24.  false  prophets .]  i.  e.  not,  4  false  foretellers  of 
4  events /  but,  4  false  propounders  of  doctrine .’  See  above, 
c.  vii.  22.  (^o^reuai) .  I  am  astonished,  that  all  the  learned 
annotators  could  persuade  themselves,  that  the  various  im¬ 
postors  which  they  cite  from  Origen  and  Josephus,  have  any 
relation  to  the  parties  here  intended  by  our  Lord  ;  or,  that 
the  4  false  prophets’  mentioned  by  him,  were  other  than  the 
4  falsifiers  of  his  doctrine  *  fo reshewn  in  ver.  5. 

Ver.  37.  no  one  knoweth .]  —  I  must  venture  to 

question  an  interpretation  of  this  verb,  in  this  place,  pro- 
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pounded  by  a  recent  learned  annotator.  “The  verb  udtiv,"  he 
says,  “  here  signifies,  according  to  a  Hebrew  idiom ,  to  make 
“  to  know;  i.  e.  to  reveal .**  It  is  not  easy  to  seize  the  learned 
writer's  meaning  in  this  position.  There  is  no  Hebrew  idiom 
that  can  give  to  the  Greek  eifciv  the  sense  of  ‘  to  make  to 
1  know  *  The  Hebrew  has  a  conjugation  which  would  give 
that  force  to  its  own  verb,  m»;  but,  that  would  only  cause 
the  Greek  translator  to  interpret  by  ymytyv :  not  to  use 
ahav  in  the  sense  of  ymylfiv,  which  would  cause  a  confusion, 
without  example,  in  the  Greek  language.  See  Trommius’s 
Concord. ,  yvcjgi%aj,  tom.  i.  p.  320  —  e/6e<u,  p.  443;  by  com¬ 
paring  which  places,  the  point  in  question  will  be  clearly 
illustrated. 

Ver.  37.  neither  can  know.]  See  after,  Annot.  to  Mark, 
xv.  3*2;  and  former  Annot.  pp.  201-7. 

Ver.  47.  blessed  is  that  servant  who ,  &c.]  With  this 
benediction,  compare  Malachi,  iii.  16,  17:  “Then,  they 
“that  feared  the  Lord  spake  often  one  to  another;  and 
“  the  Lord  hearkened,  and  heard  them,  and  a  book  of  re- 
“  membrance  was  written  before  Him  for  them  that  feared 
“  the  Lord,  and  that  thought  upon  His  name:  And,  they 
“  shall  be  miney  saith  the  Lord  of  Host9,  in  that  day  when  I 
“  make  up  my  jewels;  and  I  will  spare  themy  as  a  man  spareth 
“  his  own  son  that  serveth  him .” 


CHAPTER  XXVI. 

Ver.  28.  my  blood  of  the  Covenant .]  According  to  the 
direct  testimony  of  the  most  ancient  copies,  (viz.  B,  C,  D,  E, 
and  the  Coptic  version,)  neither  Matthew,  nor  his  follower 
Mark,  employed  the  word  —  *  New in  their  recitals 
of  that  occasion  :  that  qualification  was  first  added  by  St. 
Paul,  in  1  Cor.  xi.  25,  and  Heb.  xii.  24,  from  Jer.  xxxi.  31  ; 
and  was  adopted  from  him,  by  his  disciple  Luke,  in  his 
Gospel.  From  thence,  it  has  at  length  been  added ,  in  pro¬ 
cess  of  time,  to  the  two  former  Gospels ,  by  later  philoptonists. 
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Ver.  68.  Tell  us.]  ^otprjreum : — Tyndale,  who  first  trans¬ 
lated  from  the  Greek ,  rendered  ‘  tell  ns,’  in  this  place;  so 
also,  did  the  English  versions,  till  1611,  when  King  James’s 
revision  introduced  the  novel  term  'prophesy,'  from  the  Latin 
1  prophetiza Tyndale’s,  is  undeniably  the  most  correct  and 
most  intelligible  ;  King  James’s,  is  the  least  intelligible  and 
most  pedantic. 


CHAPTER  XXVII. 

Ver.  32.  they  found  a  man,  a  Cyrenean ,]  tugov  avfyuwov, 
Kvgqva/ov.  Though  our  Engl,  version  renders  *  of  Gyrene ,’  in 
the  first  of  these  places,  and  *  a  Cyrenian ,’  in  both  the  latter, 
yet  the  Greek  has  the  adjective  in  all  the  three.  By  thus 
changing  the  construction  in  the  first  passage,  the  English 
reader  has  been  drawn  into  a  misapprehension  of  the  sacred 
writer’s  intentions.  The  adjective  Ku^m/05,  has  the  same 
appellative  signification ,  both  in  this  case  of  Simon,  and  that 
of  Luke  in  Acts,  xiii.  1,  A ovxio;  6  Ku^miog  —  Luke  the  Cyre¬ 
nean );  and,  in  c.  vi.  9,  where  it  is  applied,  collectively,  to 
the  whole  fraternity  so  described  —  Kvgqvaioi  — *  Cyreneans.* 
(See  the  Annot.  to  Acts,  vi.  9,  and  xiii.  1.) 

Ver.  50.  but  another ,  taking  a  spear,  pierced  his  side,  &c.] 
To  the  historical  fact,  of  our  Lord’s  side  having  been  pierced 
before  his  death ,  the  Theological  Reviewer  opposes  his  two 
most  potent  objections,  which  he  has  selected  as  destructive 
of  its  truth  :  “  Without  venturing,”  he  says,  "into  the  laby- 
“  rintli  of  critical  research  which  this  question  lays  open, 
“  We  must  content  ourselves  with  offering  one  or  two  brief 
“  remarks.  First,  then,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  under- 
**  stand,  by  what  inducement  any  bystander  could  have  been 
“  impelled  to  this  peculiar  act  of  violence.”  To  any  other 
structure  of  intellect,  it  would  be  extremely  easy  to  under¬ 
stand,  that  a  humane  desire  to  close  a  state  of  torture  which 
must  otherwise  terminate  in  protracted  death,  was,  humanly 
speaking,  an  inducement  sufficient  for  the  committal  of  the 
act ;  but,  when  we  further  add,  that  by  that  single  act  was 
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accomplished  the  prediction,  “  a  bone  of  Him  shall  not  be 
broken it  is  as  easy  to  understand,  that  the  motive,  excited 
and  impelled  by  the  Almighty  Author  of  the  prediction, 
solves  all  the  difficulty  from  which  this  expositor  is  unable  to 
extricate  himself.  I  may  further  point  out,  that  the  eventual 
1  beatification’  of  the  perpetrator  of  the  act,  in  an  after  age, 
is  in  keeping  with  this  view  of  his  motive. 

“  But,  secondly,”  says  this  ill-provided  critic,  **  We  are 
“  quite  at  a  loss  to  perceive,  how  the  narrative  of  St.  Matthew 
“  can  be  made  to  agree  with  that  of  St.  John,  xix.  34: — in 
“  the  original,  the  word  with  which  the  sentence  (in  John) 
“  begins,  is  aXXa ;  and  we  know  not  upon  what  authority 
“  Mr.  P.  has  given  to  that  word  the  sense  expressed  by  the 
“  English  causative,  for.”  This  is  an  untoward  confession 
of  ignorance,  on  the  part  of  the  reviewer ;  for  which  he 
may  consult  Parkhurst,  p.  33,  §  11,  ed.  Rose,  1829,  and 
Macknight,  vol.  i.  p.  110,  %  78,  v.  «XXa. 

Ver.  50.  crying  out  ayain:]  that  is,  on  receiving  the  thrust 
of  the  spear.  The  words  of  this  last  exclamation,  are  recorded 
only  by  Luke:  1  Father!  into  Thy  hands  I  commit  my 
*  spirit!' 


CHAPTER  XXVIII. 

Ver.  1.  after  the  sabbath.]  o^s  dt  ffa(3(3uTuvy — not  4  in  the 
1  end  of  the  sabbath,’  as  our  last  revisers  have  chosen  to  ren¬ 
der  the  sentence.  0-4/6,  in  this  passage  of  Matthew,  answers 
to  dtayevofLtvov  in  Mark,  xviii.  1  (Gr.  xvi.  1),  which  those  re¬ 
visers  correctly  render,  *  was  past:’  for,  the  sabbath  ended  at 
six  o’clock,  ou  the  evening  of  Saturday.  That  word  reveals 
itself  to  be  a  contracted  form  from  oxigv,  in  its  relative  sense 
of  ‘  post ’  and  ‘  posted;9  and,  to  be  applied  here  to  time,  as 
Homer  opposes  —  wv  xai  cTnecu.  (See  following  Annot.  to 
Mark,' xviii.  2.)  The  time  described,  is  ‘  the  first,  dawn  of 
‘  Sunday.’ 

Ver.  16.  and  the  eleven  disciples  went.]  St.  Luke 
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relates,  that  on  the  day  when  our  Lord  ascended,  4  He  gave 
*  commandments,  through  the  Holy  Spirit,  to  the  apostles 
4  whom  He  had  chosen ;  and  spoke  to  them  of  the  things 
‘  pertaining  to  the  kingdom;’  or,  a9  St.  Paul  says,  1  Cor. 
xv.  7 —  ura  rotg  anooroXoig  ntam  —  4  then  to  all  the  apostles 
that  is,  to  the  eleven  disciples  or  apostles  enumerated  by  St. 
Matthew  in  this  verse.  A  modern  annotator  has  adven¬ 
tured  to  allege  — 44  It  is  highly  probable ,  that  some  of  the 
44  seventy  should  accompany  the  eleven a  most  illegitimate 
conjecture;  contradicting  the  terms  and  implications  of  the 
testimony,  and  seeming  to  suppose  a  conflux  of  spectators , 
assembled  to  witness  the  gratification  of  an  ascent !  Whereas, 
the  several  inspired  writers  who  have  been  directed  to  trans¬ 
mit  the  transaction,  have  manifestly  designed  so  to  shroud 
the  attendant  circumstances,  that  no  ground  might  be  af¬ 
forded  for  attaching  local  superstition  to  the  place  of  its 
theatre.  The  same  remark  is  to  be  applied  to  the  scenes  of 
our  Lord’s  baptism  and  his  transfiguration: — namely,  ‘That 
4  God  caused  him  to  be  made  manifest :  not  to  all  the  people , 
4  but  to  the  witnesses  foreordained  by  God — to  testify  every 
4  where.’  Acts,  x.  41-43.  (Comp,  after,  Annot .  to  Luke,  x.) 

Ver.  16.  to  Galilee,  to  the  mountain.]  ug —  tig : — As  it  is 
evident,  from  the  silence  of  the  four  evangelists,  that  the 
identity  of  the  place  of  the  Ascension  has  been  suppressed 
by  them  all  (to  avoid  occasion  for  local  superstition),  it  can¬ 
not  be  affirmed,  whether  the  repetition  of  the  preposition, 
fig  —  f/g,  was  designed  to  convey  a  mediate ,  or  &  final  station. 
Bloomfield  says — 44  the  words  ov  era£aro,  have  reference,  not 
44  to  the  mountain,  but  to  Galilee But  this  would  be 
inverting  the  order  of  communication,  which  proceeds  from 
generals  to  particulars;  from  the  country  to  the  mountain, 
from  TaX/Xa/av  to  o?og ;  not  reversely.  It  is  more  reasonable, 
therefore,  to  understand  the  eig  to  ogog,  as  progressive  from 
the  former  e/g  tjjv  TaXiXa/uv,  i.  e.  4  to  or  through  Galilee,  and 
4  from  thence  to  the  mountain.’ 

Ver.  17.  but,  they  stood  at  a  distance.']  not,  ‘but  some 
4  doubted .’  The  only  parties  that  witnessed  this  incident, 
were  the  eleven  apostles ;  who  conversed  with  our  Lord,  for 
forty  days  after  his  resurrection.  Ou  the  first  of  those  days, 
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the  apostle  Thomas  was  the  last  of  them  that  acknowledged 
his  identity  ;  but  it  was  only  for  a  moment ,  when  he  solemnly 
professed  his  conviction.  Yet,  we  are  to  be  told  by  our 
common  English  version ,  that  even  on  the  last  of  those  forty 
days,  *  some  of  them  doubted / 

In  Matt.  xiv.  31,  xxiv.  3,  we  read  thtgroLaag,  and  tdigragav, 
and  in  Luke,  xxii.  59,  xxiv.  51,  Acts,  xxvii.  28,  we  read 
d/aoTa<pjc,  d/eerrj,  hiagravrsg.  The  former  of  these  words,  is 
thus  clearly  explained  by  Euthymius :  Bian  e&tgraeug ;  nyouv, 
hian  Tgurov  fizv  e&aggTjgas,  vgregov  de  ede/Xiagag  ;  tovto  ya.f>  uvo/Lctgz 
higrayfiog — “  Why  didst  thou  hesitate?  that  is,  Why  didst 
li  thou  first  take  courage ,  and  afterwards  be  afraid?  for,  this 
“  is  the  meaning  of  btgray/Mog — indecision .”  The  last  three 
passages  from  Luke,  are  not  cited  by  Euthymius  ;  but,  all  the 
five  words  have  the  same  signification  in  all  the  places,  and 
intend,  hesitation  in  acting ,  not  doubting  in  believing.  Our 
Engl,  version,  therefore,  renders  the  original  faultily  in  the 
last  passage  of  Matthew,  by  rendering,  “  but  some  doubted .” 
—  o/  Se  zdigT.,  signifies  ‘  they  (all)  hesitated  or  stopped ;*  and 
not,  nv e$ — *  some/  as  a  later  editor  would  strain  the  sense,  to 
adapt  it  to  his  own  hypothesis.  The  Greek  words  in  all  the 
five  passages  above  cited,  have  the  same  common  original, 
though  they  are  marshalled  in  the  Index  of  the  Concordance 
under  the  separate  words,  ditgnjfii  and  digra^u.  The  proper 
sense  of  the  word  in  this  place,  is  the  same  as  in  the  oi  tsrnguv 
<zo zguiOev  —  they  stopped  at  a  distance ,  in  Luke,  xvii.  12. 


ST.  MARK. 


M a^*af  a  ftadnrnt  *«/  \yuinuntf  Ihrgeu,  *«<  auras  ret  lira  rev  TUrgou  xn^wvapiva, 
t ygatpejf  fi/uv  ax/>ifit»t  Tagaiantt. — “Mark,  the  disciple  and  interpreter  of 
u  Peter,  has  thus  accurately  written  and  delivered  to  us  Peter’s  promuU 
“  gation  of  the  Gospel.'* — Eusebius.  Eccl.  Hist.  lib.  iii.  c.  39,  and 
lib.  v.  c.  8. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  4.  they  opened  the  roof  \  &c.]  14  Here,  as  in  all  the 

44  Arab  villages,  the  houses  are  built  of  bricks  dried  in  the 
44  6un  ;  and  the  roofs  are  composed  of  mud  laid  over  branches 
44  of  trees,  supported  on  long  straight  trunks  of  aspen.  In 
44  the  rainy  season,  the  loss  of  a  roof  is  an  event  of  ordinary 
44  occurrence.  Their  houses  are  all  of  the  same  height,  and 
44  never  exceed  one  story;  and  their  tops,  communicating 
“  with  one  another,  form  a  favourite  promenade.  A  know- 
41  ledge  of  these  facts,  and  of  the  construction  of  Syrian 
44  buildings,  throws  light  on  the  narrative  of  the  'paralytic  ; 
44  whose  friends  uncovered  and  broke  up  the  roof  of  a  house ,  to 
44  let  down  his  bed  before  our  Lord'*  Elliott’s  Travels ,  Sec., 
vol.  ii.  p.  278  :  see,  also,  p.  353. 

Ver.  14.  Levi  the  publican .]  tov  rt\m7}v :  —  not,  rov  rov 
AApa/ou — 4  the  son  of  Alpheus ,’  as  in  the  received  text.  This 
last  most  remarkable  false  reading ,  has  resulted  from  a  similar 
depravation  to  that  which  has  been  exposed  in  the  Annot.  to 
Matt.  x.  7.  We  find,  that  in  this  passage  of  Mark  there 
was,  very  anciently,  a  varied  double  reading :  tv  run  fttv, 
•xa.qu.ym  tibt  Iaxcofiov  rou  AXpa/ou  xa.Orifj.evov, — tv  run  he,  M arOatov 
rov  rt\m7}v — 4‘  some  copies  read, — As  he  passed  by,  he  saw 
44  James  the  son  of  Alpheus  sitting ,  &c.,  but  others,  Matthew 
44  the  publican ( Scholium  from  the  Comment .  of  Victor 
Antioch,  in  Cod.  Reg.  1048  ;  Cotcler.  Apost.  Patr.  tom.  i. 
p.  413,  not.)  The  Cod.  Beza  or  D,  and  Vind.  Lamb.  31, 
have  the  reading  laxu(3ov — James ,  in  this  place,  instead  of 
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AewV ;  but,  the  latter  copy  has  in  the  margin,  tv  aXKoig  AeuiV — 
4  in  others,  Levi .’  (See  the  various  readings  in  Wetstein, 
Schulz,  and  Scholz.)  From  this  compound  evidence  it  is 
plain,  that  the  common  reading,  which  introduced  the  genea¬ 
logical  error,  that  Matthew  or  Levi  was  a  4  son  of  Alpheus* 
and  therefore,  4  a  kinsman  of  our  Lord ,’  lias  resulted  from 
a  mangled  commixture  of  the  two  readings , 

Afi iiv  Levi,  the  'publican, 

l xKvfat  tov  A Xpa/ou  James,  the  son  of  Alpheus  ; 

which  have  at  last  established  the  confusion  of  the  common 
text,  and  with  which  Michael^  has  distracted  himself  and 
his  readers,  in  his  44  Account  of  St.  Matthew where,  he 
makes  Matthew  and  Levi  distinct  and  different  individuals. 
( Introd .  vol.  iii.  p.  96,  &c.),  Cotelerius  {ib.  p.  275,  not.)  gives 
the  following  filiation  of  Matthew,  from  the  Codd.  Reg.  1789, 
1026:  blarOatog,  6  xai  Atv'ig,  ex  rrargog  rovxov,  fir) rgog  dt  Xaigodtiag, 
corro  rng  TaXjkaiag — 4  Matthew ,  who  was  also  Levi ,  was  the  son 
4  of  Rucus  and  Cheerothea ,  of  Galilee.’  This  filiation  was 
evidently  unknown  to  Michaelis ;  as  was,  also,  the  mutila¬ 
tion  of  this  passage  of  Mark.  It  was  unknown,  likewise,  to 
his  right  rev.  translator.  (Ib.  part  ii.  Notes ,  p.  86.) 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  8.  a  great  multitude  followed  him  from ,  &c.]  St. 
Matthew  states  — 44  from  Galilee,  and  Decapolis,  and  Jeru- 
44  salem,  and  Judea,  and  from  the  Jordan St.  Luke,  ch.  vi. 
18,  “frojn  all  Judea  and  Jerusalem,  and  from  the  sea  coast 
44  of  Tyre  and  Sidon:”  both  evangelists  confining  their  de¬ 
scriptions  to  the  inhabitants  within  the  Jordan ,  westward. 
In  this  place  of  St.  Mark,  the  common  text  reads  thus  : 
44  from  Galilee,  and  from  Judaea,  and  from  Jerusalem,  and 
“ from  Idumaea ,  and  from  the  Jordan  ;  and  from  about  Tyre 
44  and  Sidon  which  additional  clause  {and from  Idumea ) 
in  Mark,  caused  Bengel  to  remark  with  surprise — “Ergo, 
44  Esau  non  crat  plane  exosus.” — Now,  all  the  MS.  copies 
read  alike,  in  the  first-cited  passages;  but,  with  great  varia¬ 
tions,  in  the  last  passage :  some,  omitting  the  clause  u*o  rr,g 
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lbovfiaiag  altogether;  others,  substituting  iBovpatag  for  iouSa/a?, 
where  the  latter  is  the  proper  reading.  From  a  similar 
careless  confusion  of  the  two  names,  resulted  the  common 
reading  louda/av ,  for  I Boupaiav,  in  Acts,  ii.  9 ;  as  I  shewed  in 
the  former  Annotation  to  that  place,  p.  295.  It  will  be 
evident,  therefore,  that  the  clause — ‘  and  from  Idumcea is 
spurious,  and  intrusive  in  this  verse. 

Ver.  17.  the  Kananaan.]  See  above,  Annot.  to  Matt.  x.  8. 

Ver.  27.  eternal  sin.]  Bengel  duly  adopted  the  most  anc . 
reading  upagnag  of  the  V at.,  in  place  of  the  junior  xgxseug : 

*  atuvtov  upagTiag — seterni  peccati .  Peccatumy  hoc  loco  reatum 

*  denotat ;  et  aeternum  peccatum  opponitur,  magna  proprie- 
‘  tate  sermonis,  remissioni.  Glossa,  caumv  xgistug.’  ( Gnomon . 
tom.  i.  p.  213.) 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  36.  in  the  ship  in  which  he  was.]  Bloomfield’s  note 
shews  the  perplexity  caused  to  annotators,  by  the  common 
reading,  ug  r,v  tv  ry  TXo/yj;  which  is,  clearly,  an  ancient  splial- 
ma  by  intrusion  of  a  g ;  for,  w  qv  tv  rw  ^Xo/w,  as  is  shewn  by 
what  follows  — *  though  other  ships  were  with  him’ — ‘  xa / 
‘  aXXa  ^rXo/a  r,v  /Ltr  avrou so  read  the  Vat.  and  L  MSS. 
See  Canter,  ‘  de  liter  is  supervacuis ,’  c.  2.  Pref.  p.  ii. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  7.  What  hast  thou  to  do  with  me?]  See  above, 
Matt.  viii.  29. 

Ver.  13.  the  steep.]  “The  mountains  on  the  Past  side 
“  of  the  Sea  of  Tiberias,  come  close  to  it.”  Pococke,  vol.  ii. 
p.  69.  Birch  says,  “  q<sa,v  Be  ug  5/ir^/X/o/,  desunt  in  Vat. 
“  1209 but,  Bentley  had  previously  stated,  “  Cod.  Vat. 
“  ug  b,”  omitting  only  wav  Be.  See  Elliott’s,  Travels ,  See. 
vol.  ii.  p.  338. 


Chap.  XI£. 


MARK. 


47 


CHAPTER  VIII.  (Gr.  VII.) 

Ver.  17.  even  cis  all  other  foods."]  xa/  erega  igov,  not  xuOa- 
pfyv:  as  was  pointed  out  in  the  former  Annot .,  pp.  194,  5. 
An  analogous  confusion  occurs  in  Auacr.  Od.  37,  last  line ; 
where  xji  ekXuv — 1  et  sponte contracted  into  xafoXcov,  has 
perplexed  all  the  annotators,  who  have  persisted  in  referring 
xakXuv  to  xaOaigeu ;  but  Stephens  has  shewn,  that  efcXuv  was 
used  in  the  sense  of  *  sponte *  —  ‘  etiam  de  rebus  inanimatis.*’ 
In  the  passage  of  Anacreon,  it  signifies  the  same  as  auro/oar?), 
or  *  automaton  sly,  in  c.  iv.  28,  of  this  Gospel. — xai  edeXov— - 
xafcXuv,  *  and  of  itself  or  spontaneously / 


CHAPTER  X.  (Gr.  IX.) 

Ver.  23.  If  thou  canst .]  The  Vat.,  Beza ,  and  L  MSS. 
read  this  verse :  u  n  dvvy,  fiori&iiaov  ripiv,  GirXayxyurOeis  ef  j?/xa$. 

'  O  bt  I qaovg  einev  aura,  ro  ei  6vvy ;  cramt  buvara  ry  rriGrevovri — 1  If 
‘  thou  canst  do  any  thing,  have  compassion  on  us,  and  help 
‘  us.  Jesus  said  to  him,  If  thou  canst  ( sayest  thou)  ?  All 
‘  things  can  be,  to  him  who  believeth.’  This  is  the  pri¬ 
mitive,  emphatic  reading  of  the  verse,  which  should  be  thus 
rendered.  It  explains  the  force  of  ro,  shewing,  that  our 
Lord  repeated  the  words  of  the  supplicant.  The  changing 
buvy  to  dwaGai,  and  the  insertion  of  viarevoat,  bear  the  stamp 
of  a  later  age. 

Ver.  38.  Forbid  him  not.]  Our  Lord  here  establishes 
the  principle,  that  the  argument,  1  he  doth  not  follow  Us , 
affords  no  plea  for  disunion  between  those  who  are  different 
communities,  yet  are  united  in  His  true  faith;  for,  that  all 
such  constitute  only  1  One  flock,  under  ‘  One  Shepherd 
(John,  x.  15.)  Conf.  former  Annot.  to  Ephes.  iv.  12. 


CHAPTER  XII.  (Gr.  X.  46.) 

Ver.  16.  as  he  went  out  of  Jericho — a  blind  man,  &c.] 
Compare  Luke,  xviii.  35,  “  as  he  was  approaching  Jericho — a 
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<*  certain  blind  man,”  &c.  —  “  A  remarkable  variation”  (ob¬ 
serves  Micliaelis,  Introd.  to  the  N.  T.  vol.  iii.  pp.  221,  2): 
“  according  to  St.  Mark,  x.  46  (xii.  16),  Christ  restoring  a 
“  blind  man  to  sight,  after  his  entry  into  Jericho,  and  as  he 
“  was  again  quitting  the  town ;  but,  according  to  St.  Luke, 
“  Christ  performed  thi9  miracle  before  he  entered  into  Jericho 
“  (c.  xviii.  35.)” — This  is  another  instance,  of  the  learned 
German  charging  his  own  confusion  on  the  evangelist.  Mark, 
as  Matthew  (xx.  13,  14),  only  relates  the  conclusion  of  this 
incident;  Luke,  relates  it  from  the  beginning.  At  its  com¬ 
mencement,  Jesus  was  in  transitu ;  but  the  blind  man  was 
in  statu.  When  our  Lord  had  proceeded  through  the  town, 
with  the  multitude,  he  halted,  and  then  became  in  statu; 
and  called  for  the  blind  man,  who  then  became  in  transitu , 
to  join  him,  where  Mark  and  Matthew  take  up  the  incident. 
Michaelis,  therefore,  carelessly  falsifies  the  evangelist’s  state¬ 
ment  when  he  affirms ;  that  ‘  Luke  states ,  that  Christ  per¬ 
formed  this  miracle  before  he  entered  into  Jericho.’  (Sec  a 
similar  confusion  of  the  same  expositor,  in  the  former  Annot. 
to  Mark,  xviii.  1,  (p.  214,)  relative  to  our  Lord’s  burial.) 


CHAPTER  XIII.  (Gn.  XI.) 

Ver.  1.  Jerusalem.]  Tego<roXu/z.a:  notTegoutfaXjj^,  as  it  is  er¬ 
roneously  given  in  this  place,  in  all  the  printed  copies;  which 
latter  form  of  the  name,  is  exclusively  confined  to  St.  Lube's 
Gospel. — Schulz,  1827  :  “  TegocoXu/ia,  B  (or  Fafz’c.)  D,  L,  13, 
“  69,  121,  124,  218,  all.  Saliid.  Or.  iii.  737,  A.  llecte;  nam  ex 
“  evangelistis  nemo  nisi  Luc.  usus  est  forma  TegoutfaX^.  Unusy 
“  quern  fortasse  opposueris  locus ,  Matt,  xxiii.  37,  pendet  ipse 
“  a  Luc.  textu ,  xiii.  34.” 

Scholz ,  1830,  copies  and  curtails  the  former’s  important 
criticism,  only  adding  the  three  references ,  ‘28,  346,  435;’ 
not  apprehending  the  object  of  the  former’s  acute  observa¬ 
tion,  which  he,  therefore,  suppresses  in  his  edition.  He 
gives  it  altogether  thus:  —  “e/j  TegoffoXy^a,  B,  I),  L,  13,  28, 
“  69,  121,  124  ,  218,  346,  435.  Sabid.  Orig.  (3,  737  A.) ” — 
This  is  the  whole  of  his  Note. 
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This  single  example  affords  sufficient  ground  for  re¬ 
gret,  that  Sciiulz’s  manuscript  notes  for  his  second  volume , 
passed,  by  negotiation ,  to  the  possession  of  Scholz ,  Ills  near 
namesake  and  continnator. —  (See  the  several  Annott.  to 
Matt.  ii.  23 ;  Luke,  xiii.  36 ;  and  Heb.  x.  24.) 


CHAPTER  XV.  (Gr.  XIII.) 

Ver.  32.  neither  can.]  ovdt  o/o$,  not  6  v)og: — See 
former  Annott.  to  this  place ;  where  it  is  shewn,  that  o/,  /,  u, 
were  frequently  confounded  in  MS.  copies.  In  Matt.  v.  45, 
for  viojf  some  MSS.  read,  o/xo/o/  (Scholz,  tom.  i.  p.  13;  and 
Proleg.  p.  xii.  “  v/oi  pro  o/xo/o;”),  as  from  oi  vioi :  —  also,  tut  for 
ovaiy  (Matthaei,  not.  Luke,  vi.  25,  p.  339,  2  ed.)  “  But  surely , 
“  (exclaims  my  Theological  Critic ,)  it  must  have  far  exceeded 
“even  ‘  the  abruptness  characteristic  of  St.  Mark /  to  in- 
“  troduce  the  solitary  dissyllable  o/og,  as  conveying  this  sense 
“  {can)  \  stripped  as  it  is,  to  utter  nakedness ,  both  by  the 
44  omission  of  and  by  the  triple  ellipsis  of  ro/ourog,  emy,  and 
“  e/dsvai !  ”  The  force  of  this  ‘  surely /  will  be  most  sensibly  felt 
by  contrasting  with  it  the  scholarship  of  Hoogeveen  {note 
64  to  Viger,  cap.  iii.  s.  8,  ^  ix.) :  “Non  minus  naturalis 
“  hujus  adjectivi  (o/o$)  virtus  percipitur,  quando  solum  per 
“  sc,  sine  verbo  substantivo  ponitur ;  ut  in  illo  Platonis  de 
a  Rep.  lib.  iii.  init.,  ag’  o u  ravzcc  rt  XexrtoVy  xai  OIA  {i.  e.  cc 
**  dwaza  eerr/)  ayroug  tfo irtcat  7}xnfzct  rov  Savarov  hthuvixi  —  ‘  nonne 
‘  talia  dicenda  sunt,  quae  mortis  metum  illis  omnino  eripere 
‘  possunt  {tut) ?'  Eleganter  aliquando  verbum  substantivum 
“  omittitury  et  infinitivus  ex  prcccedenti  oratione  est  sup - 
44  plendus or,  what  this  Reviewer  calls,  *  utter  nakedness.' 


CHAPTER  XVI.  (Gn.  XIV.) 

Ver.  3.  turning  over.]  (rjvrge-^acrct :  not  gvvTp-^acu.  (See 
the  former  Annotatioiiy  p.  207.)  Mr.  Trollope  ingeniously 
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adduces  the  ‘  fracto  cado  —  broken  jar'  of  Propertius,  in 
support  of  the  reading  auvrge^ cata,  which  Greek  word  signi¬ 
fies,  ‘  smash  or  break  in  pieces ;*  yet,  he  would  restrict  its 
meaning  to  signify,  merely,  “  she  broke  the  cement  with 
“  which  the  stopper  was  secured  .”  He  was  probably  in¬ 
duced  to  attempt  this  violation  of  the  usage  of  language,  by 
the  same  consideration  that  influenced  Knatchbull :  “  Quod 
“  si  fregisset,  quo  modo  potuit  effundere  ? — if  she  had  broken 
“  it,  how  could  she  have  poured  out  its  contents?”  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  this  last  learned  annotator  resorted  to  a  very 
inadequate  sense,  which  he  found  in  the  ‘  anc.  Glossary: 
1  avv-rgif 3«,  concutio  —  to  shake  together .’  But,  the  emphatic 
force  of  xcm^eev  which  follows,  implies  the  ‘  inversion '  or 
complete  overturning  of  the  vessel,  which  was  of  too  valuable 
a  quality  to  be  uselessly  destroyed  ;  being  formed  of  a  piece 
of  solid  alabaster  excavated,  in  order  to  insure  the  preserv¬ 
ation  of  the  fragrance ;  and  usually  ornamented  with  silver 
or  gold,  as  we  learn  from  Pliny  (lib.  xxxv.  cap.  8).  We  must, 
therefore,  abide  by  the  reading  guvrge-^aaa,  on  the  ground  laid 
down  in  the  former  Annotation  referred  to. 

I  shall  here  adduce  another  example  of  the  moral  power 
of  a  single  letter ,  to  establish  its  genuineness,  against  the 
authority  of  every  existing  MS.  All  the  MS.  copies  of  Thu¬ 
cydides  (lib.  ii.  c.  1,  p.  123,  Duker.)  read,  xaxwv  re  xciyadoov; 
and  so  all  the  editions  are  printed.  As  the  words  are  used 
in  lofty  panegyric,  they  mutually  contradict  each  other. 
Mr.  William  R.  Hamilton  has  relieved  future  commentators 
from  all  perplexity  in  this  readiug,  by  simply  correcting, 
re  xa.y-x&wl 2 — a  x,  having  been  inadvertently  written 
for  a  X.  This  particular  sjikalma  was  noted,  in  the  16th 
century,  as  of  ordinary  occurrence,  by  Canter  : 

“  k  corrumpitur  in  X,  et  contra  : 
u  scriliendum  igitur,  kilkus  pro  *aXwf,  duobus  Iocis  ; 
tf  contra,  **Xoi  pro  *a*a/.”s 


Ver.  14, 15 — guestckamber — upper  room.]  xaraXu^a — 
uvuyaiov,  Vat.  —  Mr.  Trollope  “thinks  it  plain,  that  these 
“  words  intend  identically  the  same  place.”  This  is  not 


1  See  “  Transactions  of  tiie  Royal  Sjciety  of  Literature,”  vol.  lit.  p.  114. 

2  Expository  Preface,  p.  53. 
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exactly  the  case :  every  public  ‘  guest-room was  not  neces¬ 
sarily  a  private  1  room  up-stairs /  which  i9  the  meaning  of 
avuyaiov,  or  amyuov — *  above  the  ground*  Though  the  y.ara- 
inquired  for  generally ,  proved  in  the  present  case  to 
be  an  avayaiov  specially;  yet  we  cannot  critically  pronounce, 
that  the  words  intend  the  same  place. 

Ver.  41.  the  time  is  past.]  aTeye/,  SC.  r\  wga  rov  xa6eu8eivf 
as  is  shewn  by  the  opposition  of  r^hv  ^  tya — :  as  in  Cicero, 
‘  abiit  illud  tempus ,  mutata  ratio  est’  (pro  Munen.  7). 

Almost  all  annotators  have  collated  axtyes,  in  this  verse, 
with  the  same  word  as  printed  in  Anacreon,  Od.  28,  33. 


an’iyu’  ytt £  a.vrt\ *  : 

but,  there  is  no  relation  between  the  two  cases.  The  poet, 
in  the  latter  case,  who  was  watching  a  painter  engaged  in 
painting  the  portrait  of  a  female,  suddenly  exclaimed, 

‘  Stop,  or  hold  (your  hand),  for  J  now  see  her  exactly !  ’ 

Pauw  acutely  perceived,  that  we  shonld  read  in  the 

imperative  — ( abstine  (manum);’  and  we  have  seen  in 
Annot.  to  Matt.  vi.  2,  on  the  authority  of  Eustathius,  that 
£E/fa,  was  popularly  elliptic  after  attyv.  The  final  short  6 
of  a becomes  common ,  before  the  mute  and  liquid  of 
Xetw.  Fischer  very  simply  opposed,  to  Pauw’s  conclusive 
correction,  the  objection,  “  that  it  would  be  very  uncivil  so 
“  to  check  the  painter  —  nec  praeterea  ferri  potest,  quia 
“  modesties  et  urbanitati  adversatur .”  (Fischer’s  Anacr. 

p.  111.) 

Ver.  65.  rec.  text,  tfiaWov:  Vat .  and  Alex.y  eXcifiov.  Beza, 
eXafifiavov :  such  negligent  inversions ,  were  frequent  in  the 
transcriptions  of  copies. 
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Ver.  2.  long  before  the  rising  of  the  sun."]  Xictv  ngcot — 
avaT£iXavTog  rou  faiov  : —  See  former  Annot .  to  this  place.  The 
Theological  Reviewer  resists  this  exposition,  by  a  process  of 
singular  literary  gallantry  :  44  Who  ever  heard,  before,”  he 
says,  “  that  the  adverb  trgu'i  was  capable  of  governing  a  geni - 
44  tive  case?  Mr.  P.,  indeed,  ventures  to  invest  it  with  this 
“  power,  on  the  authority  of  Pollux;  from  whom  he  pro- 
“  ducc9,  in  support  of  his  assertion,  the  expression  cg«7  rr\g 
“  7)\naczs  (translated,  by  him,  4  before  the  age  of  manhood’), 
“  as  opposed  to  oAi  rrjg  ij'knuag.  That  the  former  of  these 
“  phrases  is  opposed  to  the  latter,  is  certain ;  but  it  is 
“  equally  certain,  that  their  respective  meanings  are,  *  early 
4  in  manhood,’  and  *  late  in  manhood that  is,  i  at  an 
4  early  or  late  period  of  manhood. .’  ”  It  is  surprising,  that 
self-confidence  should  thus  thrust  itself  forward  for  con¬ 
futation,  and  exposure.  The  whole  question  is,  whether 
xgut  and  are  inclusive  or  exclusive  of  the  period  named  or 
implied.  Tile  Reviewer  is  desirous  to  make  his  readers  be¬ 
lieve,  that  both  these  words  are  inclusive;  and  he  therefore 
boldly  adventures  the  little  critical  fraud,  of  suppressing  the 
words  of  Pollux  which  I  had  produced,  and  which  would  have 
decided  the  meaning,  positively,  against  him .  Pollux  ex¬ 
pressly  premises  (lib.  i.  §  68),  that  he  is  speaking  of  4  things 
4  done '  Tfo  xeugou,  7}  (Lira,  xaioov  — 4  before  or  after  a  period,'  and 
therefore,  not  4  early  in  a  period  so  also,  that  o-^e  means 
(Lira.  —  *  after,'  not  4  late  in,'  a  period  (see  above).  The  Re¬ 
viewer  seems  never  to  have  had  occasion  before  to  learn,  that 
the  adv.  vgw  is  always  elliptical  of  its  object  in  the  genitive  case 
(as  an  iadv .  temporis'),  when  that  object  is  not  expressed;  and 
always  denotes  precarrence.  In  this  passage  of  Mark,  the 
object  is  expressed  —  viz.  Xiav  <?rgw7 —  rou  r,Xtov  avar. —  4  long 
4  before  the  sun  had  risen  ;’  as  before,  in  c.  i.  35,  of  the  same 
gospel,  ergw/  twuyov  \tav — 4  early ,  long  before  it.  was  day ;  ’  which 
is  explained  in  John,  xx.  1,  by  axonccg  in  ovoyg  — 4  while  it  was 
4  yet  dark'  But,  because,  in  the  English  phrase  4  dawn  of 
4  day,’  dawn  is  inclusive  and  partitive  of 4  day,'  the  Reviewer 
sagaciously  assumes,  that  rrouii,  in  the  Greek,  rr%u'i  rqg  r,/Lioag — 

4 just  before  daylight,’  must  be  inclusive  and  partitive,  of  r,iLi»a, 
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also:  deaf  to  the  vociferation  of  the  etymon  —  ‘  before ,* 
in  which  tries  in  vain  to  obtain  the  ears  of  his  under¬ 
standing.  Whether  the  involution  of  the  construction  is 
original,  or  the  work  of  later  ages,  it  is  sufficiently  ma¬ 
nifest,  that  Mark  intended  by  \iav  trgoSi —  rou  ^X/ou  avaruXav- 
rog  —  4  long  before  the  sun  had  risen.*  The  Critic,  however, 
feeling  his  ground  not  very  solid  under  him,  closes  his 
criticism  by  asserting;  “All  this  is  expressed,  intelligibly 
44  and  precisely  enough ,  by  our  own  version  :  4  very  early  in 
‘  the  morning  —  at  the  rising  of  the  sun;’”  which  evinces 
his  liberal  indifference  as  to  what  is  really  expressed  by  the 
words:  whether,  4  long  before  the  sun  had  risen,  or  4  at 
4  its  rising  '  He  admonishes  me,  44  that  a  little  stern 
44  collision  with  the  mightiest  masters  of  biblical  criticism , 
44  may  still  be  needful,  in  order  to  teach  me  a  salutary 
44  distrust  of  my  own  sagacity  and  judgment:”  to  render 
me  that  important  service,  he  has  thus  charitably  engaged 
me  in  a  4  collision ’  with  himself,  whom,  it  is  evident  that  he 
tacitly  includes  in  the  number  of  4  those  masters  * 

Ver.  3,  4.  Who  will  roll  away  the  stone  ?  —  but  they 
saw,  that  the  stone  had  been  rolled  back.']  Every  surviving 
MS.  reads  arroxvXtsei,  and  a<7-oxexi;X/<rra/  (like  the  printed 
texts),  excepting  only  the  paramount ,  or  most  authoritative 
copy,  the  Cod.  Vaticanus ;  which  wras  unknown  to  all  our 
translators,  and  which  alone  reads,  a ToxuX/cre/,  and  am xexw- 
Xnsrai.  From  the  very  earliest  departure  from  the  primitive 
reading  of  this  passage,  have  resulted  all  its  intricacies.  To 
roll  away  —  axo,  and  to  roll  bach  or  aside  —  am,  denote  dif¬ 
ferent  degrees  of  exertion;  and,  to  that  different  degree  of 
exertion  the  writer  alludes,  when  he  adds,  “for,  it  was  very 
44  great”  Thus,  the  recovery  of  the  primitive  and  genuine 
reading  of  the  Cod.  Vatic.,  dispels  all  the  perplexity  which 
Bloomfield  testifies  in  his  Note;  and  which  resulted,  only 
from  his  not  being  aware  of  the  vitiated  reading  of  all  the 
later  texts.  44  The  Commentators  (he  observes)  have  been 
44  not  a  little  perplexed  with  this  clause,  because  it  could 
44  not  he  referred  to  what  immediately  precedes  :  —  nothing 
44  would  seem  to  remove  it,  but  to  transpose  the  words,  as  is 
44  done  by  New  come  and  Wakefield;  but,  for  that  there  is 
44  little  authority  ”  In  the  corrupted  reading  of  the  received 
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text  there  is,  indeed,  no  authority  whatever;  but,  in  the 
genuine  reading  of  the  Vatican  copy,  there  is  paramount 
authority. 

Confer  the  case  of  Lazarus,  in  John,  xi.  38-41.  44  Take 

44  ye  away  the  stone  —  and  they  took  away  the  stone/’  But, 
in  this  case  of  Mark,  it  i9  said,  44  Who  will  roll  away  the 
“stone? — but  they  saw,  that  the  stone  had  been  rolled 
44  back  —  amxtxv\i<ircu :  for ,  it  was  very  great ,  (or  too  heavy  to 
44  take  away)."  Such,  then,  was  Mark’s  original  writing; 
and,  there  was  no  occasion  for  the  transposition  so  anciently 
introduced  by  the  ‘  Versio  Syra-hieros ,  cited  thus  by  Birch  : 
44  Hie  versus  ita  kabetur :  rjv  yag  (nycti;  ffpodga'  xai  avafiXi-J/curou 
44  ^ivgcMjiv  on  a-roxexuX/tfra/  o  XiQog.**  Quat.  Evang.  p.  315, 
not.  4 ;  and  which  has  also  been  adopted  by  Newcome  and 
Wakefield.  This  reading  of  the  Syriac  Hier.y  shews  how 
early  this  negligence  of  the  Gr.  transcriber  must  have  taken 
place. 

Ver.  9,  inclusive,  to  the  end  of  the  rec.  text  and  autk. 
vers.]  Mr.  Trollope,  in  his  recent  edition  of  the  Gr.  N.  T., 
would  settle  the  question  respecting  this  sequel,  in  a  very 
summary  manner.  44  It  is  not  possible he  asserts,  “  that 
44  the  Gospel  could  have  concluded  with  the  words,  epopowro 
“  yag —  for  they  were  afraid;*  although  Eusebius’s  4 Canon 
expressly  testifies,  that  it  did  so  conclude  in  his  timey  that  is, 
in  the  fourth  century.  But,  the  same  assertor  does  not  reflect, 
that  we  can  affirm,  with  stronger  internal  testimony,  that 
4  it  is  not  possible*  that  he  who  wrote  those  words,  could  have 
proceeded  immediately  with  the  unreferred  and  disjointed 
sentence,  amarou;  cr gw’/,  aafifiarov :  suddenly  going  back 

to  the  time  which  he  had  just  before  described,  in  ver.  1. 
Whereas,  the  corresponding  verse  8,  in  Matthew,  is  united 
and  connected,  by  regular  historical  sequence,  with  the  fol¬ 
lowing  verse  :  — 44  Ultima  Evangelii  pericopa ,  a  commate 
44  nono  ad  finem,  omnino  deest  in  pr&stantissimo  et  an - 
44  tiquissimo  Cod.  Vatican.  1209. —  craga  rzXutsro ig  avny^a poig  ov 
44  xeivnu  rctt/ra  —  ug  vo6a.  vofMiffoivrsg  avra  nvig  eivui *  x.  r.  X.  Hoc 
44  scholium  egregie  confirniatur  suffragio  pluriinorum  optimae 
44  not®  Codicum,  qui  numeros  capitulorum,  qui  Eusebius  in 
44  harmonia  usus,  ultra  versum  octavum  non  habent,”  &c. 
Birch.  Quat.  Evang.  not.  p.  316. 


ST.  JOHN. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  1.  and,  the  Word  was  God.]  “The  very  gentile 
“  philosophers  themselves  (said  Cave)  could  but  admire 
“  Johns  writings  :  witness  Amelius,  the  famous  Platonist 
“  and  regent  of  Porphyry’s  school  at  Alexandria ;  who, 
“  (quoting  a  passage  out  of  the  beginning  of  St.  Jobn’9 
“  Gospel,)  *  swore ,  by  Jupiter ,  that  this  Barbarian  ( or 
4  foreigner)  had  hit  upon  the  right  notion  when  he  affirmed , 

4  that  the  Word  that  made  all  things ,  was  in  the  beginning ,  and 
4  in  place  of  prime  dignity  and  authority  with  God;  and ,  was 
4  that  God  that  created  all  things ,  in  whom  every  thing  that 
4  was  made,  had  (according  to  its  nature)  its  life  and  being ; 

4  that  he  was  incarnate,  and  clothed  with  a  body,  wherein 
4  he  manifested  the  glory  and  magnificence  of  his  nature : 

*  that,  after  his  death,  he  returned  to  the  repossession  of 
4  divinity,  and  became  the  same  God  which  he  was  before 
4  his  assuming  a  body,  and  taking  the  human  nature  and 
4  flesh  upon  him.’  ”  (Amelius,  ap.  Euscb.  PrcBp.  Evang. 
lib.  xi.  p.  540.) — xai  ohrog  uga  qv  6  Aoyog,  xa.6'  bv  ctei  ovret,  ru 
yevo/Ltvcty  tyivero,  ug  av  xa /  0  llgcixXtirog  ufyuden'  xcii  v*j  Ai  bv  6 
ficigfiagog  a^ioi  tv  ri j  T7jg  a^Tjg  ru^ti  re  xca  a£iq  xa6scrr;xora  c rgog 
©eon  uvat,  xai  Qtov  ttvaf  x.  r.  X.  —  Cave,  Antiq.  ApOStol.  St. 
John,  c.  xv.,  and  not. —  Comp.  44  Word  of  God,”  Rev.  xix. 
8,  ( rec .  13),  and  1  John,  i. 

Ver.  5.  overcame  him  not.]  ov  xare\ct(3tv :  —  the  Evange¬ 
list’s  proposition  is,  that,  while  the  moral  world  was  sub¬ 
sisting  in  universal  darkness,  a  light  shone  within  it;  and 
maintained  its  own  brightness,  unsubdued  by  the  general  ob¬ 
scurity,  which  nevertheless  did  not  admit  its  rays  (Comp.  Ps. 
cxxxix.  11).  In  this  clause,  St.John  speaks  of  the  ini  po¬ 
tency  of  the  darkness  to  extinguish  the  light;  in  the  11th 
verse,  he  speaks  of  the  repulse  or  exclusion  of  the  light  by 
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the  darkness.  This  representation  of  the  state  of  the  moral 
world,  at  the  crisis  of  our  Lord’s  opening  ministry,  must 
be  acknowledged  to  be  historically  and  minutely  exact. 
Common  experience  shews  us  the  three  cases  —  a  light 
diffusing  its  rays  widely,  through  a  clear  unimpaired  at¬ 
mosphere —  a  light  maintaining  itself  unimpaired,  in  a  dense 
atmosphere,  which,  however,  obstructs  the  diffusion  of  its 
rays  —  a  light  extinguished  by  a  mephitic  atmosphere,  devoid 
of  vital  air.  This  last,  could  not  be  the  case  in  the  moral 
world  :  the  second,  was  actually  the  case:  and  the  object  of 
our  Lord’s  intervention  was  to  produce  the  first  case,  by 
purging  the  density  of  the  atmosphere,  and  causing  an  un¬ 
obstructed  diffusion  of  the  light.  Thus,  then,  tv  xare\a(3tv, 
in  ver.  5,  and  ov  ‘7ragi\a.f3ovt  in  ver.  11,  do  not  intend  the 
same  operation,  (as  the  Theological  Reviewer  assumes,  with 
his  ordinary  indiscrimination  ;)  but,  on  the  contrary,  two 
very  different  and  distinct  operations:  xuraXapfiavu,  always 
denotes  ‘  an  act  of  mastery;'  aXa/Lpavu  is,  simply,  to 
4  take  to  one's  self*  I  illustrated  the  former  operation,  by 
the  entire  obscuration  of  a  heavenly  luminary,  through  the 
intervention  of  a  cloud,  and  cited  from  Shakspere- — 44  and 
44  overcome  us  like  a  (summer’s)  cloud."  If  I  could  have 
anticipated  so  frivolous  a  caviller  as  the  Reviewer,  I  should 
have  omitted  the  unneeded  word,  4  summers ;'  which  he 
has  facetiously  seized  upon,  for  the  sole  point  of  his 
stricture.  His  great  object  is,  to  retain  the  rendering, 
‘  comprehended however  unmeaning  to  an  ordinary  Eng¬ 
lish  ear;  and,  even  to  his  own,  if  his  deference  to  4 K. 
4  James's  translation ’  would  license  him  to  consult  his  own 
reason.  We  may  assure  ourselves,  that  John  used  the  phrase, 
<sxtTia  xareX afiev,  in  the  same  sense  as  his  divine  master  used 
ffxcr/a  xaraXct ,(3rn  in  ch.  xii.  35,  where  it  undeniably  intends, 
the  obscuration,  or  extinguishment  of  light. 

Ver.  28.  Bethany  on  the  Jordan .]  not  Bethabara ,  as  in 
the  rec.  text : —  Bloomfield’s  note  on  this  passage,  is  so  con¬ 
clusive,  that  I  must  transcribe  it  altogether  : 

44  Bethany ,  instead  of  the  common  reading  Bethabara ,  is 
44  found  in  almost  all  the  most  ancient  MSS.  (A,  B,  C, —  D  hxat 
44  — E,G,  H,  L,  M,  S,  X,  &c.  Schulz),  every  version  of  credit, 
44  and  many  Fathers  and  ancient  commentators.  Also, 
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a  almost  all  the  other  early  editions  ;  and  was  restored  to 
“  the  text  by  Wetslein,  Matthcei,  Griesbach,  Knapp,  Vata- 
“  blus,  Tittmann,  and  Scholz.  The  best  commentators  are 
44  of  opinion,  that  the  common  reading  proceeded  from  a 
“  mere  conjecture  of  Origen  ;  who,  because  the  situation 
“  here  does  not  correspond  with  that  of  Bethany  where 
44  Lazarus  and  his  sisters  lived,  made  the  change  in  question. 
44  There  are,  however,  in  all  countries,  many  places  of  the 
44  same  name  ;  and  Bethany ,  from  its  signification  (namely, 
4  4  a,  ferry -place  or  passage ),  was  very  likely  to  be  one.  Besides, 
44  this  seems  to  be  distinguished  from  another  Bethany ,  by 
44  the  addition,  too  logduvov."  So  also,  in  the  same  chapter 
of  Acts,  xiv.,  the  same  name  Antiochy  intends  in  ver.  18,  the 
city  in  Pisidiay  and  in  ver.  *25,  the  city  of  Syria.  It  is  to 
be  regretted,  that  the  same  learned  annotator  did  not  com- 
pare  this  passage  of  John  with  those  of  Luke,  xix.  28,  and 
xxiv.  47  :  he  would  then  have  perceived,  that  the  same  his¬ 
torian  used  the  same  name,  Bethany ,  with  different  references 
in  those  places;  as  he  uses  the  same  name  Antioch ,  also 
with  differences ,  in  the  latter  passages.  To  the  proximate 
Bethany*  the  evangelist  adds,  only  e/s — 4  to;  to  the  more 
remote ,  he  adds  ews — 4  as  far  as*  Compare  also,  * Libertines ' 
and  i  Libyans in  the  following  Annot.  to  Acts,  vi.  9.  But, 
the  errors  of  the  Latin  church,  engendered  in  its  earliest  age 
of  obscuration,  established  the  fiction  which  has  become  in- 
veterated,  viz. — 41  Le  quarantieme  jour  J.  C.  monta  a  ciel 
44  de  dessus  la  montagne  des  Olives  pres  de  Bethanie.*’  {Diet, 
de  Moreri,  Pretre,  Docteur  de  Theologie.) 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  4.  What  hast  thou  to  do  with  mey  Woman  ?]  (See 
above,  Annot.  to  Matt.  viii.  29.) 

Ver.  13.  the  Passover.]  The  first  three  Evangelists  make 
mention  only  of  one  Passover  during  our  Lord’s  ministry, 
namely,  that  in  which  it  was  concluded  ;  and  they  therefore 
afford  no  data  for  computing  its  progress  and  duration  ; 
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whereas,  St.  John  distinctly  records  three  consecutive  Pass¬ 
overs,  which  enable  us  to  measure  out,  exactly,  its  duration 
and  its  progress.  He  tells  us  (ch.  ii.  1  and  11)  that  our 
Lord’s  first  public  manifestation  of  his  divine  power  took 
place  at  Cana,  three  days  after  his  return  into  Galilee  from 
John’s  baptism ;  at  which  period  St.  Luke  records  ( Annot . 
to  ch.  iii.  24),  that  he  had  just  entered  his  thirtieth  year  (at 
the  end  of  the  preceding  December).  That  miracle  was 
therefore  wrought  between  Christmas-day  and  the  following 
o v  first  Passover,  in  March  or  April,  for  which  festival  he 
went  up  from  Galilee  to  Jerusalem  (c.  ii.  13):  but  returned 
into  Galilee  (c.  iv.  3).  To  the  next,  or  second  passover,  our 
Lord  did  not  go  up  to  Jerusalem ,  but  4 remained  in  Galilee ’ 
(c.  vi.  4,  and  vii.  1),  until  the  1  feast  of  Tabernacles'  (ib.  2), 
which  fell  in  October ;  from  which  time  he  continued  in 
that  city,  until  after  the  i  feast  of  the  Dedication ,’  in  December 
(c.  x.  21),  when  he  went  to  the  Jordan  (ib.  38);  but  returned 
to  raise  Lazarus,  at  Bethany  in  Judea  (c.  xi.  7).  After 
which,  on  the  approach  of  the  third  and  last  Passover,  he 
retired  for  a  short  time  to  Ephraim  in  the  wilderness  (c.  xi. 
54,  55),  and,  six  days  before  the  passover  commenced 
(c.  xii.  1),  he  returned  to  Bethany,  in  order  to  make  his 
final  entry  into  Jerusalem.  The  correspondence  between 
the  years  of  our  Lord’s  public  ministry,  and  the  contemporary 
Passovers,  will  therefore  stand  thus  : 

25th  December,  our  Lord  completed  his  29th  year,  and  began 
his  30th  :  was  baptised  by  John  : — his  first  miracle,  at  Cana. 
1st  Passover — March,  or  April,  He  went  up  to  Jerusalem. 

25th  December,  He  completed  his  30th  year,  and  began  his  31st. 
2d  Passover — March,  or  April,  He  did  not  go  up  to  Jerusalem. 

25th  December,  He  completed  Ins  31st  year,  and  began  his  32d. 
3d  Passover— .  March  or  April,  He  went  up  to  Jerusalem,  for  /its  Crucifixion. 

See  the  preceding  Annot.  to  Luke,  iii.  24,  pointing  out 
an  excess  of  one  yeart  in  the  vulgar  computation  of  our 
Lord’s  age. 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  8.  the  wind.']  to  —  It  is  very  pertinently 

observed  by  Trollope,  that  44  ovrws  —  *  so,’  which  denotes 
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“  similitude ,  plainly  indicates  the  use  of  owu/ia,  in  this  verse, 
“  in  two  different  senses.**  Burton  had  incautiously  said, 
“  our  version  says,  the  wind  ;  but,  many  early  writers  took 
“  it  literally  for  the  Spirit:  it  does  not  signify  wind,  in  any 
4t  other  place  of  the  JV.  7V’  It  signifies  wind ,  nevertheless, 
at  lleb.  i.  7,  in  the  citation  from  the  Sept.,  Ps.  civ.  4,  of 
which  sense  Burton  takes  no  critical  notice;  but  appears 
to  admit  it,  by  quoting  44  vends  spirantibus,”  from  Erasmus, 
and  other  commentators.  It  signifies  what  the  Sept,  have 
rendered  cr vmfia  xogevofievov  xai  ovx  emargepov,  in  Ps.  Ixxviii.  39, 
where  our  translators  render,  from  the  Hebrew,  c  a  wind  that 
4  passeth  away,  and  cometh  not  again.’  The  words  <my/z.a 
avisos,  iruoTfr  avairvori,  have  been  exchanged  in  different  copies 
of  the  Sept.,  as  may  be  seen  in  Trommius’9  Concordance. 

Ver.  10.  a  teacher.]  6  8i& a<rxaXog :  —  I  cannot  think,  that 
the  article  here  i9  to  be  considered  as  emphatically  definite  : 
o  8t8aaxoc\os  to v  I<fgar,\,  seems  to  intend  the  same  in  this  place 
as  6  dtioiaxuv  eregov,  in  Rom.  ii.  21,  ‘  one  who  teaches ,’  or,  4  one 
1  of  those  who  teach;  not  “as  indicating  a  pre-eminent 
“  degree  of  celebrity  which  Nicodemus  had  acquired — *  ma- 
‘  gister  ille*  ”  as  a  recent  editor  would  understand,  after 
Beza. 

Ver.  23.  JEnon — because  much  water  was  there.']  As 
the  rite  of  baptism  causes  no  consumption  of  water ,  the  clause 
“  because  much  water  was  there ” — on  vdarci  sroXXa,  &c.  can  only 
have  reference  to  the  signification  of  the  name  Awuv — uEnon; 
which  word  is  the  Greek  form  of  the  Heb.  |»p — *4  yr, — spring 
or  fountain.  Thus,  Trommius  shews  ( Concord .  tom.  i.  p.  40), 
that  in  Nehemiah,  xii.  37,  where  the  printed  Sept,  reads, 
T7js  cruX?j$  tom  a miv,  some  MSS.  read,  tt\ g  Tu\r,g  rr,g  wyqg ;  both 
phrases  signifying,  *  the  gate  of  the  spring  or  fountain  ;’ 
which  is  also  expressed  in  the  same  verse,  n cruX>js  tom  udarog. 
And,  since  the  word  *  Beth’ — domus — house  or  station,  was 
commonly  compounded  in  Heb.  names  of  places,  to  denote 
their  peculiar  character  or  quality,  there  i9  good  ground  to 
assume,  that  4  Bethany  on  the  Jordan *  should  be  divided 
Bqd-Avict  (ep  rui  sub.)  Tegav  tom  logdctvou ;  and  therefore,  that  this 
Beth-^4nia,  and  JEnon ,  were  one  and  the  same  place.  (See 
Annot.  p.  258.)  I  cannot  imagine  why  Mr.  Trollope  affirms, 
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that  “  the  situation  of  iEnon  and  Salem  is  altogether  uncer- 
**  tain;”  for,  the  situations  of  few  places  in  sacred  geography 
are  better  established.  Those  places  are  laid  down  in  the 
maps  of  the  learned  geographers,  N.  Sanson,  of  his  son, 
W.  Sanson,  and  of  D’Anville  (inserted  in  the  first  and 
second  volumes  of  the  Benedictine  edition  of  Jerom),  as 
situated  a  little  to  the  south  of  Scythopolis,  near,  and  on, 
the  west  bank  of  the  Jordan :  here  was  the  nsgav  xau  tokos 
okov  qv  icaawTjs  to  KguiTov  fiaKTi^ojv  —  “  the  passage  and  place 
“  where  John  at  first  baptised.”  Of  Salem,  Havercamp 
observes:  “  oppidum  juxta  Scythopolim,  quod  usque  hodie 
“  appellatur  Salem.  Vide  Montacutium  versus  Seldenum, 
“  pp.  154,  155.”  (Joseph.  A.  J.  tom.  i.  p.  32,  note.) 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  34.  look  on  the  fields,  &c.]  It  is  surprising,  that  any 
difficulty  should  have  been  experienced  in  this  metaphor  of 
our  Lord.  St.  John  had  just  before  stated,  “  they  went  out 
“  of  the  city,  and  came  to  him.”  While  the  population  of 
Sychar  was  pouring  forth  to  visit  him,  he  thus  metaphor¬ 
ically  directed  the  attention  of  his  disciples  to  the  multitude, 
‘  lift  up  your  eyes  and  look /  as  in  Matt.  x.  2-4.  St.  John 
proceeds,  “  and  many  of  the  Samaritans  of  that  city  believed 
“  on  him”  &c.  These,  then,  were  the  figurative  fields ,  and 
harvest ,  and  reaping ,  which  our  Lord  intended.  It  is  reason¬ 
able,  indeed,  to  infer  from  the  narration,  that  this  incident 
occurred  about  four  months  before  some  harvest-time ;  but, 
that  is  a  very  secondary  and  unimportant  point  for  con¬ 
sideration,  in  the  exposition  of  this  context. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  4.  Passover .]  For  this  second  Passover,  our  Lord 
did  not  go  up  to  Jerusalem  ;  but,  continued  to  reside  in 
Galilee  until  the  4  feast  of  Tabernacles /  in  October ;  as  we 
are  informed  in  c.  vii.  1,  where  see  the  Annot. 
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Ver.  9.  Here  is  a  lad.]  This  reply  of  Andrew,  after  that 
of  Philip,  reveals  a  secret  anticipation  of  our  Lord’s  impend¬ 
ing  manifestation  of  his  power,  or,  the  apostle  would  not 
have  remarked  so  obvious  a  disparity  ;  but,  he  had  witnessed 
the  miraculous  supply  of  wine  at  Cana,  and  his  faith  applied 
that  experience  to  the  present  deficiency.  Andrew,  wa9  our 
Lord’s  first  disciple  (c.  i.  40);  and  he  is  thus  eulogised  as 
such,  in  an  extract  cited  by  Photius  from  the  writings  of 
Hesychius,  a  presbyter  of  Jerusalem  :  SaX-r/yJ  n/Lag  hganxr) 
T£os  ‘ravtjyjgtv  T,dgoi6t\>  Avdgeagt  6  rou  %ogov  ruv  avroffroXw  <7rguroroxogt 
6  ‘rgurotrccyrjg  ttjs  exxXrjff/ag  a ruXog,  6  xgo  rrtrgou  vrergog,  6  rou 
Xtov  6ifLe\iog}  o  rr\g  ctoyrig  a-rag^r;,  6  rrg/v  xXjjtfjjya/  xal.oov,  6  wg/v 
Kgo<rct%6rivai  rrgoaayw — “  Andrew,  the  priestly  trumpet,  sum- 
“  mons  us  to  this  general  assembly ;  the  first-born  of  the 
“  apostolic  band  ;  the  first-planted  pillar  of  the  Church  ; 
“  the  Stone  before  the  Stone  (or  the  Peter  before  the  Peter ) ; 
“  the  foundation  of  the  foundation  ;  the  first-fruit  of  the  be- 
“  ginning;  calling,  before  he  was  called  ;  leading,  before  he 
“  was  led.”  (Photii  Biblioth.  p.  1488.)  Euthymius  observes 
on  this  passage  of  John  —  u-vj^jXorE^av  iliv  ouv  e<f%e  btavoiav  o 
Avdgeug  rraga  rov  <&i\irvov — 1  Andrew  had ,  thereforet  a  more 
*  exalted  mind ,  than  Philip 


CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  1.  walked.]  mgitnartr. —  render, 1  continued  to  walk,’ 
that  is,  ‘  did  not  quit  Galilee.’ 

Ib.  because  {he  knew  and  testified  to  his  disciples ,  that) 
the  Judeans ,  &c.]  The  narration,  in  the  first  six  verses 
of  this  chapter,  is  ellipticaly  and  requires  to  be  read  with 
reference  to  ver.  20  and  25;  to  c.  viii.  51;  x.  29;  and 
xi.  8.  The  first  of  these  verses  shews,  by  implication,  that 
our  Lord  knew',  and  had  imparted  to  his  disciples ,  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  Judean  Jews  to  destroy  him  ;  and  the  4th  verse 
records  the  disbelief  of  his  apostolical  brothers,  of  any  such 
intention  on  their  part. 

Ib.  Judeans.]  \oubutoiy  is  here  to  be  understood,  spe- 
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cially,  for  the  Jews  of  Judea ,  as  distinguished  from  those  of 
Galilee:  as  in  Luke,  xxiii.  49.  ( Annotations ,  p.  252.) 

Ver.  3.  therefore  said.]  ouv  —  *  therefore /  because  of  the 
opportunity  afforded  by  the  impending  festival. 

Ib.  there.']  44  Sub,  ex«  —  *  thy  disciples  there ,  as  well  as 
‘  here ,  in  Galilee/  ”  observes  Bloomfield. 

Ver.  5.  for,  even  his  brethren,  did  not  believe  him.]  This 
clause,  is  apologetical  of  his  brethren’s  urgency  that  he 
should  return  to  Judea,  after  he  had  announced  his  danger 
in  SO  doing. —  rrnfrtveiv  or  vj  avrov ,  and  trnfrtveiv  a urw,  have 
the  same  meaning,  namely,  4  to  believe  him :*  thus,  in  Matt, 
xxvii.  42,  where  the  rec.  texts  read  mvrsvaofitv  avrtfj,  the  Vat., 
L,  and  other  MSS.  read  vr  avrov.  The  common  inter¬ 
pretation  of  thi9  passage  —  “  that,  the  brethren  of  the  holy 
44  Jesus  did  not  believe  in  him ” — 44  that,  not  even  our  Lord's 
44  brethren  believed  on  him " — (Clarke,  Scott,  Campbell,  &c.) 
is  preposterous.  It  is  contradicted  generally,  by  the  tenour 
of  the  whole  preceding  history ;  it  is  pointedly  contradicted, 
by  the  incident  narrated  by  the  evangelist  immediately 
before,  in  vv.  66-68,  of  the  preceding  chapter;  it  is  con¬ 
clusively  contradicted  in  the  last  of  those  verses,  where 
Peter  emphatically  declared,  in  the  name  of  all  the  twelve 
apostles — “We  believe  and  are  sure ,  that.  Thou  art  the 
44 Holy  One  of  God!”  But,  it  was  much  earlier  contra¬ 
dicted,  by  the  same  evangelist.  After  the  miracle  at  Cana, 
and  before  our  Lord's  first  Passover ,  St.  John  relates — ‘  his 

*  disciples  believed  on  him ’  (ii.  12) :  And,  in  what  character? 
—  *  as  the  Lamb  of  God,  that  taketk  away  the  Sin  of  the 

*  World ’  (c.  i.  29);  as,  1  the  Messiah  or  Christ '  (ib.  41);  as, 

*  Him ,  of  whom  Moses  and  the  prophets  wrote'  How  could 
those  learned  persons  have  overlooked  those  several  re¬ 
citals?  I  must,  therefore,  protest  against  the  position  of  a 
recent  learned  expositor — that  “our  Lord’s  brethren  had 
“  no  notion  that  He  was  the  Messiah for,  the  same  ex¬ 
positor  correctly  observes  (with  self-contradiction),  on 
Mark,  i.  24  —  “  o  a yioc  ro y  Qeov  —  ‘  the  Holy  One  of  God ,’ 
“  signifies,  by  the  force  of  the  article,  the  Messiah,  as  being 
“  xa r  tloyjnv  such  and,  in  this  sacred  character,  they  had 
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just  before  explicitly  declared  their  belief  in  kimy  by  the 
mouth  of  Peter.  The  incredulity ,  therefore,  noted  by  St. 
John  in  this  place,  regarded  only  the  reality  of  the  fact, 
which  our  Lord  then  alleged  —  ‘  that  the  Judeans  sought  to 
i  hill  Jesus:'  a  reality,  of  which  they  presently  acquired  full 
conviction,  as  the  sequel  of  the  history  shews. 

Ver.  6.  My  time  is  not  yet  come,  &c.]  This  rejoinder  of 
our  Lord  shews,  that  the  dialogue  was  wholly  confined  to 
the  question  of  the  risk  he  might  prematurely  run,  in  re¬ 
turning  to  Jerusalem. 

Ver.  51.  that ,  out  of  Galilee]  not  ‘for,’  out  of  G. :  —  See 
Erasmus’s  remark  on  the  confusion  of  the  two  significations 
of  or/,  by  the  Lat.  translator,  Annot.  p.  152. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  1-11.  received  texts.]  With  reference  to  the  in¬ 
ternal  evidence  of  the  spuriousness  of  the  tale  of  1  the  adul- 
‘  teress betrayed  in  the  silence  of  the  narrator  respecting 
the  adulterer  (as  pointed  out  in  the  former  Annotation , 
p.  267) ;  it  cannot  be  alleged,  that  the  criminal  had  escaped, 
as  in  the  case  of  Susannah,  where  the  accusers  were  only  two 
aged  men ;  who  were,  nevertheless,  obliged  to  plead,  “  the 
“  man  we  could  not  hold,  for  he  was  stronger  than  we.” 
(Ver.  39.)  In  the  case  before  us,  it  is  affirmed,  that  he 
was  “  taken  in  the  very  act  ”  (as  in  Num.  xxv.  8),  and  the  ap- 
prehenders  were  numerous ;  for,  though  the  rec.  text  reads 
jc areiXrrfdri,  and  the  Cod.  Idezcn  xa.Tu'krixrcu — 1  was  taken;'  the 
majority  of  the  copies  which  contain  the  tale,  read  evgopev  — 
4  we  found:'  nevertheless,  the  absence  of  the  male  criminal 
is  not  accounted  for,  which  demonstrates  an  inventor  wholly 
unconversant  with  the  Mosaic  laws.  Mr.  Trollope  (like  Dr. 
Bloomfield)  has  thought  fit  to  affirm  summarily  in  his  note 
to  this  passage,  in  his  Gr.  N.  T.  recently  published :  “  The 
44  weight  of  evidence,  both  internal  and  external, is  decidedly 
“  in  favour  of  its  autiienttcity  ;  ”  yet  (like  the  learned 
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Doctor),  he  does  not  contribute  a  single  item  of  support  to 
bis  hardihood  of  defiance.  The  forbearance  of  courtesy ,  is 
put  to  a  hard  trial  by  such  peremptory,  but  refutable 
asseverations.  See  the  former  elaborated  An  not. ,  to  the  New 
Cov .  pp.  266-271 . 


CHAPTER  IX. 

Ver.  8.  a  beggar .]  tfgoffa/rjjg :  not  *  blind /  as  in  our  Engl. 
version. —  “  TupXoc  rec.  cum  codd.  plerisque  ;  sed  nf>otfanrT,s 
“  jjv,  A,  B,  C,  D,  K,  L,  X,  I,  22,  33,  62,  118, 124, 157,  alii: 
“  Syr.  utr.  Arr.  Pers.  w.  Copt.  jEth.  Arm.  Sahid.  Goth. 
“  Slav.  MS.  Vulg.  Cant.  Brix.  Corb.  Germ.  Foss.  For. 
“  Gat.  Mm.  Pseudo- Atb.  Cyr.  Chrys.  (in  commentar.,  ut 
“  videtur)  Aug.  yv  edd.  ru<p\o$  yv  xou  irgoifa/rTic  69. 

“  Ver.  Verc.  Colb.  Rd.”  (Schulz  and  Scholz.)  Erasmus 
took  a  bold,  but  an  acute,  freedom  with  this  reading;  in 
adventuring  to  substitute  -rrw^og,  in  place  of  rupXog  : — “Aa- 
“  gustinus  legit  mendicus,  non  cacus,  conseutientibus  per - 
“  vetustis  Latinorum  codicibus,  quos  quidem  viderim,  om- 
“  nibus.  Proinde,  mihi  ‘nruyoi  magis  arridet  quam  rupXos, 
“  praesertim  cum  appositius  sit  ad  sensum:  ob  id  enim  notus 
“  erat  ille  caecus,  non  quod  caecus  esset,  sed  quod  publice 
“  mendicus ;  et  mendicus  legit  Theophylactus.”  Matthau, 
with  inferior  criticism  and  coarser  nature,  condemned 
Erasmus’s  correction  :  u  Erasmus,  interim,  ex  vulgata  La - 
“  tina  hoc  reddiderat  :  sed  hoc  est  partes  im- 

“  postoris  agere,  non  critici but,  the  only  error  of  Eras¬ 
mus  was  in  selecting  the  word  srrcu^oc,  instead  of  its 
synonym  *rgo<ra/r*js ;  in  which  error,  he  displayed  his  critical 
eminence. 

Ver.  15.  and  l  washed ,  and  I  seeJ\  This  brief  reply, 
which  merely  declares  the  facts,  without  speaking  to  their 
order ,  shews  the  caution  and  circumspection  with  which  it 
was  uttered.  A  similar  reserve  is  manifested  in  the  reply  of 
the  parents;  ver.  21,  22. 

Ver.  35.  the  Son  of  Man.]  rov  avOgcnrov  :  so  reads  the  Vat. 
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MS.,  also  the  Beza,  jEth.,  Sahid .,  Cant.,  Chrys. ;  not  rov 
©soy,  with  the  rec.  text.  The  Vat .  reads  the  passage  thus  : 
2u  c/oreus/s  ug  rov  u/ov  rou  av$guxou  ;  t/j  e<tt/v,  e^tj,  y.ups ;  —  not, 
amxoiQri  er.ewg  xa /  e/te. 


CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  36.  that  ye  may  know — That ,  &c.]  The  Fa£.  and 
other  anc.  MSS.  do  not  read  ha  yvcore  xat  mGrevGrire  —  tv  a ury, 
hut,  ha  y/vsoffXTjrE — ey  rw  -rare/,  without  7rtG7tvGr,7i. 

Ver.  38.  to  the  Jordan.]  tregav — understand,  ug  to  trigai* ; 
and  render,  ‘  to  the  passage  of  the  Jordan.’ 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  19.  came  to  Martha ,  and  Mary.]  All  the  most  anc. 
copies  read,  Kgog  77)v  M.,  xa /  M. ;  not,  Tgog  rag  <ze%i  M.  xai  M., 
which  last  phrase  betrays  the  tampering  of  the  rec.  text; 
as  in  Acts,  xxi.  8,  where  the  simple  e£e XOovreg  tjX0o/zek — 1  we 
4  departed  and  came,'  of  the  Vat.,  Ephr Alex.,  <fcc.  MSS.,  is 
encumbered  in  the  junior  received  text,  with  0/  *TEg/  tov  UuuXov 
—  *  that  were  of  Paul's  company.' 

Ver.  54.  a  city  called  Ephraim.]  So  read  all  the  MSS., 
with  some  slight  var.  of  Ephrem ,  and  Ephram.  I  am  at  a 
loss  to  conjecture,  why  Burton  and  Trollope  describe  it  u  a 
44  village  about  two  miles  from  Jerusalem;”  for,  it  was  situ¬ 
ated  in  the  wilderness,  several  miles  distant  from  that  city. 
Bloomfield,  does  not  notice  it:  Bengel,  refers  to  2  Sam.  xiii. 
23;  Wetstein,  to  2  Chron.  xiii.  19;  quoting  Eusebius  and 
Jerom,  who  place  Ephraim  in  the  mountains,  twenty  miles 
north  of  Jerusalem;  and  citing  Josephus,  B.  J.  iv.  99. 

Ver.  56.  What  think  ye:  That  he  will  not  come  to  the 
feast  ?]  This  doubt,  was  evidently  caused  by  our  Lord  4  not 
‘  having  gone  vp  to  the  feast,'  in  the  first  day  of  the  preceding 
Passover.  (See  ch.  vii.  11.) 

F 
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CHAPTER  XIV. 

Ver.  28.  my  Father  is  greater  than  /.]  /j,et£uv  fiov  :  —  He 
who  imparts  omnipotence  from.  Himself  must  stand  thus,  in 
internal  relation,  to  Him  who  receives  that  omnipotence, 
without  derogating  from  the  equality  of  the  power  imparted  ; 
as,  even  in  the  capacity  of  human  paternity ,  there  is  an  essen¬ 
tial  relation  to  son-skip ,  which  can  only  be  expressed  by 
jmi^uv — ‘  greater.'  The  Father  is,  still,  6  Oeog  xai  Tlurr,^  rov 
K vg/ou  i I.  X.  —  the  i  God  and  Father  of  our  Lord  J.  C.\ 
whether  in  time  or  in  eternity;  whether  in  our  Lord’s  as¬ 
sumed  human  nature,  or  in  the  mystery  of  his  eternally 
generated  divine  nature.  Though  the  Father  has  put  ‘  all 
‘  things'  under  the  feet  of  the  Son,  yet,  it  is  manifest  (as 

St.  Paul  reasons),  that  He  is  excepted  who  did  put  all 

‘  things  under  him/  These,  therefore,  are  the  6  ^eyaXof 
©eog,  xai  qpuv  — ‘  the  great  God ,  and  our  Saviour ,’  as 

described  in  Titus,  ii.  13.  (See  Annot.  to  Heb.  i.  3,  and 

Titus,  ii.  13.)  It  is  infirmity  of  judgment,  to  suppose,  that  we 
cannot  preserve  our  orthodoxy,  without  resorting  to  our 
Lord’s  human  nature  for  the  exposition  of  this  declaration. 
Instead  of  viewing  this  great  argument  directly ,  and  in 
itself;  there  is  too  general  a  disposition  to  view  it  always 
obliquely ,  with  relation  to  some  heresy  or  controversy  of 
which  we  are  afraid. 


CHAPTER  XV. 

Ver.  20.  kept  my  word.]  tov  Xoyov  /mov  tr^eav :  —  Our 
Lord  here  reasons  thus :  “  Remember  the  word  that  I  said 
11  to  you,  1  the  servant  is  not  greater  than  his  Lord:'  if 
“  they  have  persecuted  me,  they  will  persecute  you  also;  (if, 
“  irr,g7i<jav  my  word,  rr,i>r)<fouaiv  yours  also) ;  but,  all  these 
“  things  they  will  do  to  you,  on  account  of  my  name,  because 
“  they  know  not  Him  who  sent  me.”  A  question  has  been 
raised,  with  what  sense  we  are  to  understand  the  verb  rngeu, 
in  this  place  ?  Knatchbull,  adopting  (as  he  tells  us)  a  sug¬ 
gestion  in  the  epistles  of  Cl.  Sarravius  ( Claude  Sarrau. 
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Moreri.),  interpreted  with  an  evil  sense,  namely,  to  4  watch 
4  or  spy in  order  to  ‘  entrap so,  also,  some  other  learned 
commentators.  Bloomfield  observes,  pertinently,  44  for  that 
“  sense  of  rr,oen9  with  rov  \oyovt  there  is  no  authority.”  In 
all  the  other  passages  in  which  St.  John  connects  those 
words,  viii.  51,  55;  xiv.  15,  21,  23;  xvii.  6,  he  uses  rqgeu 
uniformly  with  the  sense  of  to  *  observe ,  keep),  give  attention 
1  to  ;  and  we  are  therefore  bound,  by  consistent  criticism, 
to  understand  it  with  the  same  sense  in  this  passage.  But, 
Bloomfield  is  of  opinion,  that  we  are  authorised,  by  a  gram¬ 
matical  subtlety  (which  I  am  unable  to  apprehend),  to  turn 
the  affirmative  enunciation  into  a  negative  one,  by  the  simple 
process  of  supplying  'not:' — *  if  they  have  not  observed  my 
*  word.*  Yet,  surely,  the  passage  needs  no  aid  from  refine¬ 
ment,  subtlety,  or  artifice  of  interpretation.  Our  Lord 
represented  to  his  apostles,  the  parallel  fates  of  the  master 
and  servant,  in  two  opposite  alternatives :  4  If,’  he  said,  4  they 
4  have  persecuted  me  ( which  they  have  done),  they  will  per- 
4  secutc  you  also :  {on  the  other  hand)  if  they  have  kept  my 
4  word  {which  they  have  not  done),  they  will  keep  yours  also. 
4  But,  those  ( former )  things  {persecutions)  they  will  do  to  you, 
4  because,*  &c.  The  passage  is  slightly,  but  very  intelligibly 
and  popularly,  elliptical. 

Ver.  26.  who  proceedeth  from  the  Father.']  The  dis¬ 
tinct  personality  of  that  Divine  Guide,  i9  abundantly  tes¬ 
tified  by  our  Lord  in  this  place,  and  in  ch.  xiv.  25 ;  xvi. 
7,  8,  13. 


CHAPTER  XVIII. 

Ver.  28.  that  they —  might  eat  the  Passover.]  44  The 
44  passage,’*  says  Trollope,  44  supports  the  hypothesis ,  that 
44  Christ  had  celebrated  the  Passover  before  the  generality 
44  of  the  Jews.**  The  learned  annotator,  has  paid  too  much 
deference  to  the  error  of  Euthyniius.  I  have  shewn,  that 
to  here  intends  the  4  feast  ’  of  the  Passover,  which  yb/- 

lowed  the  day  of  the  eating  the  Paschal  lamb.  Sec  Annot, 
to  John,  xviii.  28,  and  Luke,  xxii.  7. 
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Chap.  XIX. 


Ver.  3G.  but  my  kingdom  is  not,  now ,  from  hence,]  vw 
8s: —  this  latent  force  of  the  adverb  ‘  now,''  reveals  itself  in 
Rev.  xi.  15:  “The  kingdom  of  the  world  is  become  — 
“  sysvsro — ‘  is  now,1  the  kingdom  of  our  Lord,  and  of  his 
“  Christ  .” 


CHAPTER  XIX. 

Ver.  17,  bringing  forth  for  Him  the  cross.]  fiaara^uv  avry 
tov  (fTcivgov : — This  is  the  writing  of  the  most  ancient  surviving 
copy,  the  Codex  Vatic  anus  ;  shewing,  that  the  word  (Saara^uv 
is  an  ancient  abbreviation  of  the  genitive  plural  absolute , 
fiaaTa^ovTOjv,  whose  upper  line  of  contraction  (/ Satraguv )  has 
been  effaced  in  time  (as  in  other  cases) ;  and,  that  we  are 
to  understand  avruv  omitted,  on  account  of  a urw  immediately 
following,  euphonies  gratia.  The  primitive  reading  of  the 
text,  lapsed  into  later  variations  :  e.  g .  (3aara.£cov  avro v,  Vind. 
Lamb.  31.  fiadTa^wv  xai  tov  sTavgov,  Pal.  227  ;  until  it  became 
finally  established  by  Erasmus,  in  the  vulgated  or  printed 
copies,  jSacrra^wi'  tov  ffTavgov  avrov.  But,  in  Mattbaei’s  17,  or 
jDresdensis  iv.  Evang.  Sec.  xiii. ,  the  text  is  thus  written  : — 
/3a<r7-a£ONTE2  r.  or.  a.  e£»jX0ON.  From  which  comparisons  we 
are  critically  directed  to  infer,  that  the  primitive  reading  was 
with  the  gen.pl.  abs. :  fiaaru^ovruv  (a vtuv  sub.)  avrea  tov  oravgov, 
s^rj\6ov  tig  tov  ~ksy.  Kg.  tot: ov  —  otov  avrov  soravgonJav.  St.  John,  does 
not  notice  the  circumstance  related  by  the  other  three  evan¬ 
gelists,  viz.  “  they  impressed  Simon,  the  Cyrenean the  omis¬ 
sion  of  which  incident,  has  given  occasion  to  a  later  vitiation 
of  the  narrative  in  this  place,  by  making  it  to  state,  that  our 
Lord,  in  the  first  instance,  carried  the  cross  alone ,  or  without 
assistance ;  which  early  error  gave  origin  to  various  ignorant 
fictions,  as,  ‘  that  our  Lord  laboured  up  a  hill  of  Calvary , 
*  and  fell  three  several  times  under  the  weight  of  his  cross 
although  no  such  ‘hill’  existed  at  Jerusalem,  and  that  none 
of  the  four  evangelists  make  mention,  or  intimation,  of  such 
a  ‘  hill.’  The  crosses  raised  for  punishing  criminals,  were 
elevated  above  the  persons  of  the  gazing  crowd,  and  were 
consequently  of  a  length  too  high  to  be  borne  by  one  indi¬ 
vidual.  As  the  guards  attending  the  execution  loathed  their 
function,  (as  in  the  present  case,)  they  gladly  transferred 


Chap.  XIX. 


JOHN. 
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their  office  to  some  one  whom  they  might  venture  to  impress 
to  discharge  their  duties.  In  this  occasion,  the  Roman 
soldiers  pitched  on  the  Cyrenean  Jew ,  Simon.  Trollope, 
pertinently  observes  in  his  note ;  44  who  seems  to  have  been 
“  a  disciple;"  for,  the  learned  Ben  gel  unheedingly  remarks, 
44  Nec  Judceus ,  nec  Romanns  ullus  erat,  qui  vellet  tollere 
u  crucis  onus  —  no  Jew  or  Roman  would  consent  to  bear  the 
“  burthen  of  the  cross:’'  and  he  therefore  adds,  as  heed¬ 
lessly, —  “ex  Asia,  Europa,  et  Africa,  adfuere  homines — there 
44  were  other  men  from  A.  E.  and  A.”  (See  above,  Annot. 
to  Matt,  xxvii.  32,  and  Acts,  xiii.  1.) 


Ver.  25.  his  mother,  and  his  mother  s  sister ,  &c.]  We 
collect  from  this  place,  that  Heli  had  two  daughters,  both 
named  Mary ;  the  one,  mother  of  our  Lord,  and  wife  of 
Joseph  ;  the  other,  the  wife  of  Alpheus,  Kleopas ,  or  Klopas ; 
which  three  words  are  only  varying  dialectic  enunciations  of 
the  same  name.  “  xaS'N  Nim  NdS’H — Kalpha  is  the  same 
“  as  Alpha  Wetstein,  who  (iV.  T.  tom.  i.  p.  366)  cites  this 
from  ‘  Juchasin '  p.  92,  says,  “  Alphceus,  quod  pro  vario  pro- 
44  nunciandi  modo  etiam  scribitur  Cleopas It  is  to  be 
further  inferred,  from  the  silence  of  the  Evangelists  and 
of  tradition,  that  Heli  had  no  son,  only  those  two  daughters  ; 
the  issues  of  both  which  daughters  were  referred,  by  the 
Hebrew  canon  and  language  of  genealogy,  to  the  1  loins  of 
4  Heli,'  (the  grandfather,)  and  consequently,  to  the  ‘wo?nb  of 
4  his  wife And,  as  adO.fo/,  in  its  strict  sense,  signifies  oi  ex 
ttj;  au7T,s  SeXpjo;  — 4  those  from  the  same  womb /  all  those 
issues  would  be  adi).poi  — 4  brothers ,'  with  reference  to  that 
source .  The  sister  of  our  Lord'9  mother,  (called  by  Mat¬ 
thew,  xxvii.  60,  4  the  other  Alary,'  with  reference  to  ver.  55,) 
was  the  mother  of 


1.  4  James ,’  called  by  Matthew,  Mark,  and  Luke, 4  son  of  Alphevs 

also,  by  Mark,  4  James  the  Less,’  (to  distinguish  him  from 
James,  son  of  Zebedee ),  and  by  St.  Paul,  4  the  Lord's  bro - 
4  ther  ’  (Gal.  i.  17), 

2.  4  Joseph or  4  Joses,' 4  brother  of  James,’ 

3.  4  Simon,’  called  4  the  Kananaan,  or 

4  Zealot ,’  4  brother  of  James  ’ . / 

4.  4  Judas,'  called  4  Thaddaus,’  also,  4  bro - 

4  ther  of  James  ’  . 


Matt.  xiii.  55  ;  Mark, 
vi.  4  ;  Jude,  1. 
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Cha».  XIX. 


all  these  were  accounted  *  brothers  of  our  Lord,.'  James  the 
son  of  Zebedee,  and  James  the  son  of  Alpheus,  are  the  only 
1  James *  1  find  mentioned  in  the  New  Covenant  or  Testament ; 
when,  therefore,  Dr.  Bloomfield  says,  on  Gal.  i.  17,  “to 
“  which  of  the  three  James  this  is  to  be  referred,  the  com- 
“  mentators  are  not  agreed,"  I  am  quite  unable  to  discover 
in  the  history,  the  third  James  that  perplexes  them.  (See 
Annot.  to  Gal.  ii.  12.)  The  reader  will  find  this  doubt 
entirely  removed,  in  Cave’s  i  Life  of  James  the  Less ? 
sect.  1. 

Ver.  34.  fory  one  of  the  soldiers.]  aXXa : —  “  aXXa,” 
observes  Matthiae,  “  expresses  an  opposition The  opposi¬ 
tion,  in  this  case,  was  between  the  fact  which  the  soldiers 
expected ,  and  the  fact  which  they  found;  namely,  that  our 
Lord  was  not  alive ,  but  dead.  Parkhurst  and  Macknight 
have  shewn,  that,  in  our  idiom,  the  opposition  is  best  ex¬ 
pressed,  in  many  cases,  by  rendering  aXXa  with  the  causative 
sense  of  * for.’  Both  those  expositors,  multiply  the  exam¬ 
ples  in  which  it  should  be  so  rendered.  The  correctness 
of  the  interpretation  *  fori  in  this  place,  is  rendered  less 
apparent  in  all  the  translations,  by  the  translators  having 
overlooked  the  proper  order  of  construction  of  the  original , 
and  translating  according  to  the  order  of  the  words.  The  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Greek  sense,  is  evidently  thus,  which  is  shewn 
by  the  order  of  the  action  :  tm  8e  rov  I.  eX&ovreg,  ov  xarecc^av 
aurou  ra  <rxe\i j,  (ug  eidov  avrov  rsOvqxoTa'  ccXX’,  tig  tc ov  oroeLTiUTUv, 
Sec.  This  order  should  be  observed  in  the  translation  :  4  but, 
*  coming  to  J.,  they  brake  not  his  legs,  when  (or  since)  they 
1  found  that  he  was  already  dead:  for ,  one  of  the  soldiers 
4  had  pierced?  &c.  Here,  the  evangelist  proceeds  to  explain, 
how  it  happened  that  our  Lord  ‘  was  already  dead?  and 
had  so  fulfilled  the  prophecy  ;  for,  the  breaking  of  the  bones, 
was  only  resorted  to  by  the  soldiers  to  produce  death ,  in 
which  work  they  found  they  had  been  anticipated: — aXXa, 
looks  back  to  7}drj  TtOvr/Xoru,  not  to  ou  y.artu^av. 


Cu*r.  XXI. 


JOHN. 
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CHAPTER  XX. 

Ver.  17.  Cling  not  to  me — go,  &c.]  w  a crrou  fzou  (so 
the  Vat.)  cro^euou  «go;  r.  ad.  (without  fo.)  The  imperatives 
M  arrcu,  and  xopvov  &t,  stand  in  direct  opposition  to  each 
other ;  hut  are  reconciled,  by  the  negative  /ztj  joined  to  the 
former.  The  Tec .  text  reads,  w  /za  urrrou;  and  the  most 
common  signification  ofaxrw,  is  4  tango  —  to  touch,*  by  which 
words  it  is  rendered  in  this  place,  in  the  Latin  and  English 
vulgates.  But,  the  Greek  Jews,  used  it  also  in  the  wider 
sense  of  4  appropinquo* — to  come  near ;  4  to  approach*  as  is 
shewn  by  Trommius  in  his  Concord,  tom.  i.  p.  186.  (See 
Steph.  1'hes.  Gr.  ccrro/zui.)  It  also  had  the  signification  of 
xge/za/zat — suspensus  sum  —  to  hang  :  >.iyirat  ecr/  rou  xgtfiaaOai 
to  arrrt<r&ai.  Eustath.  p.  166 ;  which  former  word  is  used 
figuratively,  in  the  compound  ixy.^/zafzai,  in  Luke,  xix.  47 
(Gr.  48) :  4  the  whole  people  hung  on  him  to  hear  him.' 
Our  Lord's  injunction,  therefore,  imported  :  4  Cling  not  to 
4  me:  —  hut  go  to  ray  brethren  and  his  whole  speech  sig¬ 
nified  ;  4  Stop  not  here,  for  I  have  not  yet  departed ;  but, 
4  Go  thou  to  my  brethren,  and  tell  them,  from  me,  I  am 
4  about  to  ascend  to  my  Father  and  your  Father,  and  to  my 
4  God  and  your  God.1—  uvctfieuvoj,  /icXXw  avaficcineiv.  (See 
Eph.  iv.  7-9.)  Some  copies,  and  ancient  versions,  have 
spuriously  inserted  (before  the  second  in  ver.  16)  xai 
<zpoCih(>a[i£v  u-^acOai  aurov  — 4  and  she  ran  to  him  to  touch  him 
not  apprehending  the  true  meaning  and  intention  of  a-rrou, 
in  this  place. 


CHAPTER  XXI. 

Ver.  17.  loves l  thou  me?]  : —  our  Lord  here  varies 

his  term,  from  ayaca$.  Erasmus  observed  :  44  Variavit 
44  Evangelista  Grsecam  vocem ;  prius  illud  est  uyarras,  pos- 
44  ter ius  quibus  tamen  citra  discrimen  est  itsus.  Id 

44  quod  iiulicavit  et  Augustinus  libro  4  de  Civitate  Dei* 
44  decimo  quarto,  ne  quis,  arbitratus  suhcssc  mysterium  iu  hue 
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“  varietate,  frustra  philosophetur  This  criticism  of  Au¬ 
gustin,  forms  the  subject  of  the  7th  chapter  of  the  book 
referred  to  by  Erasmus  ;  and,  as  I  regard  that  ancient 
father’s  decision,  in  this  case,  to  be  sound  in  judgment,  I  see 
no  cause  for  altering  the  version,  according  to  the  suggestion 
of  a  recent  learned  reviewer,  who  surmises,  in  the  varia¬ 
tion  of  the  terms,  “  a  delicacy  which  is  lost  in  the  common 
“  translation ( Literary  Gazette.') 


ST.  L  U  K  E. 


tVouxa-s,  e  ttxaXovSas  II nu\ou,  to  vor  ixtirou  xt}£Vfffoptvoo  luuyyiXXtov,  t*  (oifiXi*/  Kart- 

faro —  u  Luke,  Paul’s  attendant  minister,  recorded  the  Gospel  promulgated 
“  by  Paul.”  Euseliina.  Eccl.  Hist.  lili.  v.  c.  8,  p.  210. 

rotf  CLKotrrtXots  ‘rant’  ie%arov  Si  oratruiv,  0/$$*)  Hanoi—.1''  He  appeared  to  ALL 
“  the  apostles:  and ,  last  of  all ,  He  appeared  to  me  (Paul)  also."  1  Cor. 
xr.  7,  8. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  17.  from  fathers ,  even  to  children .]  So,  our  own 
learned  Knatchbull ;  before  Bengel,  whom  I  cited  for  this 
import  in  the  former  Annotations :  “  Intelligendum  reor, 
“  usque  ad  fiUosy  &c.  —  Officiam  enim  erat  prsecursoris,  qui 
“  parabat  vias  Domini,  resipiseentiam  predicate  omnibus 
“  hoininibus,  a  patribus  ad  filios ,  et  a  filiis  ad  patres ;  ut 
“  paratiores  fierent  ad  recipiendum,  quod  appropinquabat, 
“  regnum  Dei.”  (Animadv.  p.  29.) 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  6.  first-born.]  ^utotoxov :  this  word,  is  to  be  under¬ 
stood  here  in  a  cardinal ,  not  in  an  ordinal  sense,  if  I  may  so 
speak.  Eustathius  states,  four  several  times  (423,  24;  642, 
42;  907,  5;  1091,  58)  that  cgwroroV.os,  with  the  accent  on 
the  penult.,  applied  to  a  mother,  signified,  in  the  words  of 
Homer,  II.  £.  5,  ov  crg/v  etSu/u  roxoto — *  who  had  not  before  known 
1  child-birth (not  ‘  a  first  child-birth,  in  an  ordinal  course 
of  succession) ;  and  that,  with  the  accent  on  the  antepenult , 
it  was  applied  to  the  infant  so  born,  as  ‘  not  having  been  pre- 
‘  ceded  bg  any  other.1  It  has,  therefore,  a  retrospective  rather 
than  a  prospective  meaning:  and  does  not  necessarily  imply, 
the  beginning  of  a  numerical  series.  It  is  evident,  from  the 
silence  of  the  history,  that  the  divine  Providence  limited  the 
fruitfulness  of  the  blessed  Virgin's  womb,  to  its  One  glorious 
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frail.  Further  questions  on  her  connubial  union,  founded 
on  St.  Matthew’s  words,  oox  tyivu<fxev  aurqu  ecog — 4  and  knew 
4  her  not  until  *  must  merge  in  the  oracular  declaration  of 
St.  Paul,  4  marriage  is  honourable  to  all  men ,  and  the  bed 
4  undefiled'  For  the  question  of  4  our  Lord's  brethren  * 
according  to  his  Hebrew  genealogy,  see  before,  Annot.  to 
John,  xix.  25. 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  3.  bordering  on  the  Jordan.]  <r spyugov  too  I. : — i.  e. 
the  eastern  side  of  the  wilderness  of  Judea,  defined  by  the 
western  bank  of  the  Jordan.  44  Circumjacens  ;  finitimus, 
44  vicinus”  Budaeus  ( Steph .  Thes.  Valpy,  p.  10,  791);  not 
4  about ,  or  4  on  both  sides,'  as  I  had  incorrectly  rendered 
in  the  former  edition,  following  the  authorised  version. 

Ver.  24.  Jesus  was  at  the  beginning  of  his  30 th  gear.] 
aorog  tjv  6  1 7i$oog  agyofi.evog  (l.  e.  ev  cigyj)  uffe/  era v  rgiaxovra  :  —  I 
cannot  conceive  that  words,  if  they  are  to  be  attended  to,  can 
speak  more  plainly  than  these  ;  yet,  Trollope  joins  Burton  and 
Bloomfield  in  giving  them  a  contrary  sense :  44  The  meaning,” 
he  says,  44  is,  that  Jesus  had  nearly  completed  his  30 th  year.” 
But,  how  agypiiivog  can  be  made  to  yield  the  meaning  4  com - 
4  pleted none  of  those  learned  annotators  have  undertaken 
to  explain.  In  fact,  they  did  not  so  much  interpret  the 
words  by  their  native  import,  as  strive  to  bring  the  import 
into  an  accordance  with  the  received  tradition  of  our  Lord’s 
age  at  the  period  of  his  crucifixion,  which  tradition  they  re¬ 
garded  as  an  authoritative  standard  :  not  reflecting  at  the 
moment,  that  the  computation  of  the  Christian  Era  itself 
has  been  in  error,  by  four  years,  during  its  whole  course.  It 
is  not  surprising,  therefore,  if  common  tradition  has  erred  in 
one  year ,  concerning  our  Lord’s  age.  The  only  positive 
authority  we  possess  respecting  that  age,  is  this  explicit 
statement  by  St.  Luke,  by  which  all  computations  must  be 
governed  :  the  result  of  that  rule,  will  appear  in  applying 
it  to  the  preceding  Annot.  to  John,  ii.  13.  In  the  following 
Annot.  to  Acts,  xiii.  1,  an  erroneous  excess  of  ten  years 
is  shewn,  in  the  vulgar  chronology  of  St.  Paul’s  history. 


Ctl Al’>  X. 


LUK1S, 
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Ver.  1.  Tlie  Lord,  also  appointed.  Seventy  others,  and 
sent  them  by  two  and  two ,  &c.]  This  circumstance  Is  re¬ 
lated  by  St.  Luke  alone,  and  is  not  adverted  to  in  any  other 
part  of  his  history  hut  in  this  solitary  passage  ;  it  is  evident, 
therefore,  that  those  ‘ seventy  '  individuals  formed  no  connected 
or  constituted  body  of  our  Lord’s  incipient  Church.  The 
writer  relates,  that  those  dispersed  pairs  of  missionaries  were 
appointed,  for  the  express  and  exclusive  purpose  of  preceding 
our  Lord  “  to  every  several  city  and  place  to  which  he  was 
“  about  to  go."  Each  pair ,  had  its  own  distinct  and  se¬ 
parate  function  and  station;  and,  consequently,  it  had  no 
community  of  service  with  any  other.  None  of  the  apostolic 
writers  make  mention  of  such  duplicate  emissaries ;  the 
whole  of  whose  duties  were  confined  to  themselves,  and 
were  accomplished,  when  their  respective  objects  had  been 
attained.  “  The  illustrations  (says  Mosheim)  that  we  have 
**  yet  remaining,  relative  to  their  character  or  office,  are 
“  certainly  composed  by  the  more  modern  Greeks  ;  and  tliere- 
“  fore,  can  have  but  little  authority  or  credit”  ( Eccl .  Hist. 
P.  ii.  c.  2,  §  6,  cent,  i.)  A  later  generation  imagined,  that 
their  number  had  some  relation  to  the  number  of  the  pa¬ 
triarchs  who  migrated  from  Canaan  into  Egypt ;  but,  there  is 
no  ground  whatever  for  assuming,  that  they  were  united  into  a 
corporate  body,  order,  or  community.  “ He  called  them  all  dis - 
“  ciples ,  (says  Chrysostom  us),  who  were  not  of  the  Chorus  of 
“  the  Twelve. — [ badqras  xaXe/,  xa/  rovg  /X7j  reXouvrug  tig  tov  yogov 
“  ruv  Scodexa."  (Homil.  in  Act.  ix.  26.)  This,  was  said  as  early 
as  the  fourth  century.  No  other  ‘  Chorus or  Community 
among  the  members  of  the  Church,  took  place  within  it,  till 
‘  the  Twelve  Apostles'  appointed  the  ‘  Seven  Deacons'  to 
discharge  their  ministerial  functions.  Suicer,  in  his  ‘  The- 
*  saurus  Ecclesiasticus  *  docs  not  extend  his  authorities  earlier 
than  Nieephorus  Callisthus  and  Theophylact,  of  the  four¬ 
teenth  and  eleventh  centuries  ;  whose  authorities  are  null,  on 
this  point.  Yet,  a  learned  annotator,  under  the  inveterate 
fictions  of  those  dark  ages,  has  adventured  to  contradict  the 
express  testimony  of  the  inspired  historian  ;  and  most  unad- 
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visedly  propounds,  at  the  scene  of  the  Asce?ision :  ■ — “  It  is 
“  highly  'probable ,  that  some  of  the  Seventy  should  accom- 
“  pany  the  Eleven .”  (See  above,  Annot.  to  Matt,  xxviii.  16.) 


CHAPTER  XIII. 


Ver.  35,  36.  O  Jerusalem ,  Jerusalem !  &c.]  St.  Luke 
relates  this  incident,  in  its  due  order  of  time  and  place,  that 
is,  when  our  Lord  was  proceeding  from  Galilee  to  Jericho, 
on  his  last  progress  towards  Jerusalem  ;  and,  he  marks  the 
day  on  which  he  should  enter  that  latter  city:  “  Behold,  I 
“  cast  out  devils  and  perform  cures  to-day  and  to-morrow , 
“  and,  on  the  third  day,  I  shall  have  finished  ;  for,  it  cannot 
“  be,  that  a  prophet  perish  out  of  Jerusalem But,  the 
interpolator  of  Matt,  xxiii.,  of  the  middle  age,  not  critic 
enough  to  compare  the  order  of  his  dates,  but  wishing  to 
embellish  his  narrative,  introduced  his  pious  fraud  after  our 
Lord  had  entered  Jerusalem .  (Compare  our  authorised  ver¬ 
sion  and  this  revision  of  the  last  verses  of  this  chapter,  and 
of  Matt,  xxiii.) 


Luke,  xiu.' 

ev  iv%t%tra.i  Tgo<p*> mi  a,ira\iv6a.i  cj 
'hgavirctX.'rif*.  ' h^oviraktifi,  'itgoucrxXnp. . 


Matt,  xxiii. 

ngu  vcutra  aravra  itt  rut  yitixv 
r*)y.  'ligovffttXtift. 


St.  Luke’s  relation  of  our  Lord’s  exclamation,  ‘  Jeru- 
‘  salem ,  Jerusalem  V  was  immediately  consequent  on  his 
naming  that  city ,  in  Galilee ;  but,  the  interpolator  of  St. 
Matthew’s  text,  foists  it  in,  without  any  previous  mention 
or  reference  to  it. 

Finally;  the  name  inserted  into  Matthew’s 

text,  betrays  its  spurious  origin.  That  word  so  written,  was 
exclusively  used  by  St.  Luke,  who  is  the  only  evangelist 
that  uses  the  form  "i£gouoa.\r,fj, :  in  all  the  rest  of  Matthew’s 
Gospel,  it  is  written  ‘i^offoXu/xa.  In  the  eleven  times  that 
Matthew’s  text  has  occasion  to  name  the  city,  it  names  it 
uniformly,  ’iegoiroXy/ia :  in  the  twenty-seven  times  that  Luke 
names  it,  lie  uniformly  names  it  'leoovffaXr,^.  If,  therefore, 
the  paragraph  be  found  written  with  'I sgovcai.r,/*,  in  copies 
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of  both  evangelists,  the  one  is  a  demonstrated  plagiarism 
from  the  other .  It  is  so  found,  in  Matt.  xiii.  37  of  the 
received  Greek  text ;  the  clause,  is  therefore  spurious. 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

Ver.  8.  the  Lord  acknowledged — That,  &c.]  — bn — 

(peoviftajs  :  —  This  is  the  proper  meaning  of  the  original; 
not,  44  commended  the  unjust  steward  because  he  had  done 
44  wisely,"  or,  as  the  Latiu, 4  laudavit  quia  prudenter  fecisset.’ 
Our  first  translator  was  misled  by  the  frequent  error  of  the 
Latin  interpreter  already  exposed  (former  Annot  to  Matt, 
xvi.  13,)  who  confounded  the  two  senses  of  on;  and  ren¬ 
dered  4  because ’  in  this  place,  instead  of  1  that*  The  verb 
inaivtu,  is  here  used  in  its  sense  of  4  assentior ,'  as  used  by 
Origen  (c.  Cels.  lib.  ii.  c.  31),  in  a  passage  cited  by  Wetstein 
(N,  T.  note ,  tom.  i.  p.  834,  in  fine ) — ovfcvog  (rwv  lovbaiw  v.ui 
eopoiv)  ux.rix.oa  sea ivovrog  rov  Xoyov  e ivai  rov  viov  too  Oeov  —  1  never 
heard  any  of  the  Jews  or  philosophers  4  acknoiuledge,  that  the 
4  X0705  was  the  Son  of  God.’  So,  also,  fgo vipug  is  used  in  a 
very  different  sense  from  aopu; — 4  wisely,’  which  our  later 
revisers  have  inconsiderately  substituted  for  Wiclif’s  4  pru- 
4  dently .’  Stephens,  in  citing  Aristotle  (Eth.  6,  7),  observes, 
44  esse  alioqui  sopovg  alios  quam  p^aovg,  docet,  cum  scribit 
44  Anaxagoram  et  Thaletem  et  alios  hujusmodi  fuisse  quideui 
44  vocatos  oopov;;  at  non  peovijiou;,  utpote  uyvovvrag  tu  ffv//,psoov-a 
44  uiroig — That  the  aopoi  or  4  wise are  sometimes  different 
44  from  the  gwi/m/  or  4 prudent,  Aristotle  shews,  when  he 
44  says,  that  Anaxagoras,  Thales,  and  others  of  that  class  were 
44  called  copovg — 4  wise;9  but  not  pgow/xou; — 4  prudent ,’  because 
44  they  were  ignorant  of  their  own  interests .”  (  Thes .  poovipog.) 


CHAPTER  XVII. 

Ver.  17.  Were  not  the  Ten  cleansed?  but,  where  are 
the  Nine?]  ovyf  4OI  AEKA  exuOaeiGOqffav ;  4OI  AE  EXNEA, 
coo  ;  —  this  emphatic  interrogation  of  our  Lord  is  grievously 
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enfeebled  by  rendering,  ‘  Were  there  not  ten  cleansed  as  if 
the  number ,  were  the  point  of  the  question.  Whereas,  oi  8exa 
here  is  elliptical  of  crams — crams  0/  oex a,  ‘ all  the  ten?  — 
*  why,  then,  does  one  only ,  return  to  give  thanks?’ 


CHAPTER  XVIII. 

Ver.  8.  will  He  find  faith  on  the  earth?]  It  is  a  most 
strange  and  portentous  infatuation,  which  has  possessed  some 
of  our  learned  commentators,  to  restrict  the  application  of  this 
parable  to  the  *  destruction  of  Jerusalem .’  The  evangelist 
states,  that  our  Lord  applied  it  generally ;  “  they  (all  men) 
“  ought  to  pray  always ,  and  not  he  discouraged .”  In  the  prece¬ 
ding  chapter,  our  Lord  declares  the  objects  to  whom  he 
applies  it,  that  is,  universally ;  a9  in  all  his  parables : 
“  Nevertheless,  when  the  Son  of  Man  cometh ,  will  He  find 
“  faith  on  the  earth  ?  ”  All  “  in  the  days  of  NoaJty,y  intended, 
all  mankind  in  that  age  ;  and,  all  “  in  the  days  of  the  Son  of 
“  Man ,”  intends  equally,  all  mankind.  It  is  this  universal 
congregation  of  Mankind,  of  which  St.  Peter  speaks,  when  he 
says  :  “  In  the  last  days  will  come  scoffers ,  saying,  Where  is 
“  the  promise  of  his  coming  ?  &c.  but,  beloved ,  be  not  forget- 
“  ful  of  this  one  thing — that  the  day  of  the  Lord  will  come, 
“  as  a  thief f  &c.  (2  Pet.  iii.  3-10.)  It  was  with  reference  to 
that  ultimate  and  universal  crisis,  that  our  Lord  applied  his 
interrogative  admonition,  on  this  occasion.  At  the  period  of 
our  Lord’s  first  coming ,  the  Jewish  people  were  in  expectation 
of  His  arrival  (c.  iii.  16),  through  their  faith  in  the  prophetic 
notices  of  their  sacred  Scriptures.  At  the  period  of  His  second 
coming ,  will  He  find  a  corresponding  expectation  among  the 
Christian  nations,  through  a  similar  faith  in  their  sacred 
Scriptures  ?  Does  it  not  appear  far  more  probable,  that  in 
these  1  last  days,  it  will  be  more  generally  said, —  ‘  Where  is 
‘  the  promise  of  His  coming?  for ,  all  things  continue  as  they 
1  have  been  from  the  Creation ,  (2  Pet.  iii.  4).  Thus  it  is,  that 
‘  that  day  will  come  as  a  snare  on  ail  that  dwell  on  the  face  of 
‘  the  whole  earth *  (e.  xxi.  35);  interrupting,  disappointing, — 
or,  more  properly,  astounding  and  distracting,  every  secular 
prospect  and  expectation,  that  *  all  things  will  continue  as 
*  they  have  been.' 
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CHAPTER  XX. 

Ver.  29.  and  lie  be  childless .]  xa/  ouros  ar« vcs  —  So 
the  Vat.  and  Cod.  L.,  and  several  gun.  copies  and  versions; 
not  a rexvos  ct'roC avy  —  *  die  without  children,’  as  our  English 
vulgate  reads,  after  the  rec.  text ;  which  repeats  unnecessarily 
the  preceding  arroQavp. 


CHAPTER  XXI. 

Ver.  24,  25.  until  the  times  of  the  Gentiles  be  accom¬ 
plished —  when ,  signs  will  be  in  the  sun,  &c.]  Parkhurst  has 
accurately  and  acutely  observed  :  — 44  xa/,  afterwords  of  time, 
**  when .  Mark,  xv.  25,  r,v  Sf  uig a  rprri  xa/  Boravoutiav  clvtov — 
1  Now,  it  was  the  third  hour  when  they  crucified  him  ;*  or, 
4  when  it  was  the  third  hour,  they  crucified  him.’  Compare 
44  Matt.  xxvi.  2,  45  ;  Luke,  xix.  43  ;  Acts,  v.  7  ;  James,  i.  2. 
44  Raphelius  has  shewn,  that  this  use  of  xa/,  U  not  merely  in 
44  conformity  to  the  Hebrew  idiom,  but  agreeable  to  the  style 
44  of  the  Greek  writers.”  So  here  :  ayjt  crX^aiW/  xa  toot  sAwr, 
xa/  E<rTa/  — 4  until  the  times  of  the  Gentiles  be  accom- 

4  pi i shed ;  when,  signs  will  be  in  the  sun,’  &c.  That  coin¬ 
cidence  is  shewn,  by  our  Lord,  to  be  simply  that,  of  the  time 
when  Jerusalem  should  cease  to  be  trodden  down  by  the  Gen¬ 
tiles.  This,  was  the  only  character  of  time  which  our  Lord 
then  propounded;  and,  therefore,  a  learned  expositor  (like 
some  others)  travels  much  too  fa9t  when  lie  propounds  :  44  By 
4  the  times  of  the  Gentiles ,’  is  meant ,  the  period  at  which  all 
44  nations  shall  be  converted  to  the  gospel,  and  the  Jews  re- 
44  stored  to  their  country? —  To  this  peremptory  proposition, 
I  must  as  peremptorily  reply,  4 negaturV  The  proposition 
is  entirely  gratuitous  and  imaginative ;  and  has  no  real 
support  from  revelation. 

Ib.  25.  as  the  roaring  of  the  sea  and  waves.]  nyo-j; 
daXaaans  xa/  tfaXou :  —  r,yovff  not  riX°'ja7i»>  as  the  rec.  text  :  e.g. 
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D.  David  Schulz,  1 627- 

“A,  B,  li,  M,  1,  33.  42,  69,  110, 
131,  195,  209,  Ev.  13,  Syr.  Per*.  w. 
Air.  Slav.  Vulg.  [ltd]  It.  exe.  Cant. 
Tert.  Ti^ovi  ut  Ann.  ut  sonitus  Brix. 
velut  a  sonitu  Marc.  up.  Tert.  font/us 
el  For.” 


I.  Mart.  August.  Scholz ,  1830. 

“  A ,  B,  L,  M,  AT,  1 ,  33,  42,  69, 1 18, 
131,  195,  209,  346,  alii.  Ev.  13,  Syr, 
Pers.  w.  Ait.  Slav.  Vulg.  It.  (exc. 
Cant.)  Tert.  t>%ous  as  Arm.  ut  sonitus 
Brix.  velut  a  sonilu  Marciou  (ap. 
Tert.)  sonitus  et  For.” 


Here,  Scholz  appropriates  (only  adding  1 X ,  346,  alii’) 
Schulz's  note  of  references;  but,  he  suppresses  that  learned 
author's  name  altogether. 


Ver.  32.  I  tell  you,  that  that  generation  shall  not  pass 
away,  until  all  those  things  be  done.]  r,  yena  aurn:  — ‘  that 
‘generation;’  not  ‘  this  generation,’  as  our  English  version 
has  erroneously  rendered;  following  tli z Latin  Vulgate ,  which 
renders,  ‘  generatio  hate .’  It  is  evident,  that  ‘  that  gene- 
‘  ration,’  which  is  here  pointed  out,  is  that  which  is  pre¬ 
dicated  in  the  preceding  warning,  respecting  the  *  times  of 
‘  the  full  accomplishment  of  the  Gentiles and,  that  our  Lord 
declared,  that  ‘  that  generation’  should  not  pass  away,  before 
the  ‘  times  of  the  Gentiles  *  should  be  fully  accomplished  :  — 
or,  that,  while  that  generation  should  be  still  subsisting,  the 
1  times  of  the  Gentiles'  should  be  brought  to  their  termination. 
There  are  contemporary  generationsy  between  an  aged  man  and 
a  new-horn  iufaut;  but,  which  of  these  generations  is  the  one 
here  designed  in  the  prophecy,  is  not  pointed  out  by  our 
Lord.  The  Port  Royal  grammarians  shew  (B.  viii.  c.  6) 
from  Budams,  “  that  there  is  sometimes  occasion  for  ambiguity 
“  in  the  pronoun  avrog."  That  ambiguity,  in  this  place,  misled 
the  Latin  translator,  and  Wielif ;  and,  from  the  latter,  it 
misled  also  all  our  following  translators  from  the  Greek.  “  If 
“  a-jTcx;  has  the  article  before  it,  it  signifies — the  same — idem ” 
(Matthiae,  Gr.  Gr .  §  467);  therefore,  uurn —  eadem ,  here 
relates  to  the  yin u  —  ‘  generation  *  in  which  ‘  the  times  of  the 
‘  Gentiles  shall  he  fully  accomplished ’  The  verse  38  resumes, 
and  clinches,  the  verse  24  :  e.  g. 

24.  Jerusalem  shall  he  trodden  down  by  the  Gentiles,  until  the 
times  of  the  Gentiles  be  fully  accomplished :  — 

38.  Verily  I  tell  you  that  that  generation  shall  not  pass  away,  till 
those  things  be  done. 

Eutbymiii9  (in  the  twelfth  century),  who  clearly  saw 
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that  4  the  generation'  intended  by  our  Lord,  did  not  mean  a 
particular  generation  of  coexisting  persons ,  thus  proposed  to 
explain  the  reference  : — “  What  did  lie  mean  by  yevta  aur?}? 
“  He  called  ‘  generation ,’  the  ‘  religion  of  all  who  believed,  on 
4  him.'  The  apostles  did  not  suppose,  that  our  Lord’s  pre- 
“  dieted  dangers  would  entirely  extinguish,  both  the  preach- 
44  ing ,  and  the  faithful:  for,  he  assured  them,  that  his  religion 
“  would  not  be  effaced  before  his  second  advent;  but,  that  it 
“  would  continue  to  the  consummation  of  time,  and  would 
“  not  be  affected  by  any  danger.”  (Vol.  ii.  p.  935.) 

But,  the  interpretation  thus  ingeniously  devised,  is  not 
required;  for,  the  yevsa  a urn — ‘  that  generation*  here  ex¬ 
pressed,  is  plainly  to  be  understood  in  its  ordinary  accept¬ 
ation  :  and,  therefore,  it  eminently  behoves  Usy  of  4  this 
4 generation ,’  so  signally  noted,  to  mark  well  our  Lord's  con¬ 
cluding,  and  most  solemn  warning  : — “  What  I  say  to  you, 
44 Isay  to  all,  Watch!  —  Watcii,  therefore;  for ,  ye  know 
“  not  in  what  day  your  Lord  cometh (See  after,  Annot .  to 
2  Pet.  iii.  8-11.) 


CHAPTER  XXII. 

Ver.  37.  It  is  enough .]  ixavov  esm — This  was  our  Lord's 
rejoinder  to  the  apostles,  after  the  last  supper,  when  they 
had  informed  him — 4  That  they  had  two  swords which 
rejoinder,  I  had  regarded  as  prospective  to  the  use  to  which 
he  foreknew  that  one  of  them  would  so  shortly  be  applied, 
and  which  would  produce  the  occasion  of  his  last  exercise  of 
merciful  power.  But,  a  learned  Reviewer  objects,  to  this  ex¬ 
position  of  the  words  “  it  is  enough" — ixavov  esn,  that,  44  We 
44  have  no  example  of  our  Lord  laying  the  ground-work  for 
44  a  miracle."  {Lit.  Gaz.  for  Jan.  1837,  p.  50.)  Yet,  when  the 
disciples  inquired,  concerning  the  man  born  blind, 44  Why  "  he 
had  been  so  born  ?  our  Lord  expressly  replied,  44  That  the 
44  works  of  God  ?night  be  manifested  in  him."  And,  in  Exod. 
ix.  16,  God  declared  to  Pharaoh,  44  For  this  very  purpose  I 
“  have  raised  thee  up,  that  in  thee  I  may  shew  my  power." 
We  have  a  direct  4  example  of  laying  the  ground-work  for  a 
4  miracle ,’  in  the  case  of  Lazarus,  whom  our  Lord  suffered  to 
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expire  by  the  course  of  nature,  in  order,  by  Ilis  power,  that 
he  might  recall  him  from  death  in  the  presence  of  many 
witnesses.  In  the  case  before  us,  our  Lord’s  miraculous 
power,  exercised  in  this  juncture,  demonstrated ;  both  the 
truth  of  his  appeal,  u  Thinkest  thou  that  I  cannot  call  to  my 
“  Father?”  Sec.,  and  also,  that  what  he  was  able  and  prompt 
to  do  for  another ,  he  would  not  do  for  himself 

Ver.  61  (Gr.  64).  This  verse  has  been  adapted,  in  the 
rec .  texts,  to  the  recitals  of  Matthew  and  Mark:  the  Vat. 
reads  thus — xa/  oi  o/  <rjve%ovre$  aurov ,  evena/^ov  uurw'  begovnt 

xa/  crfg/xaXu'spams  aurov,  enrjgurw  Xcyovreg — ‘and  the  men  that 
‘  held  him,  mocked  him ;  and  having  blindfolded  and  struck 
*  him,  they  asked  him,  saying — 


CHAPTER  XXIII. 

Ver.  29.  for,  if  they  bring  forth  these  things  in  the  green 
free,  what  will  befall  them  in  the  dry  /]  nomstv :  —  By  not 
extending  their  view  from  this  place,  to  the  use  and  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  proverbial  sense  of  not  tw  in  Matt,  viii.,  Euthymius, 
Erasmus,  Bengel,  and  all  our  English  divines,  have  missed 
the  object  intended  by  our  Lord.  All  of  them  concurred 
(but  by  different  courses),  to  apprehend  the  word  no/eu  in 
this  place,  in  the  ordinary  sense,  ‘  to  do  f  without  collating 
it  with  the  congenial  figure  employed  by  Matthew.  But,  that 
figure  was  not  divided  and  distributed,  by  Luke,  in  contrast 
to  the  good  and  the  bad  —  the  young  and  the  old ;  it  was 
altogether  and  exclusively  confined  to  the  ‘  bad,'  only ;  in 
their  successive  conditions,  *  in  life ,’  and  ‘  after  life.'  The 
ancient  version  of  the  Latin ,  might  have  served  to  guide  the 
interpretation  of  the  Greek  by  its  verb  ‘  facio,’  signifying  the 
same  in  both  places,  in  Luke  and  in  Matthew  :  instructing 
us,  therefore,  to  understand  noieu  in  the  same  sense,  in  both. 
St.  Paul,  in  Bom.  vii.  4,  5,  guided  his  contemporary  trans¬ 
lator  of  the  first  century ;  but,  the  translator  of  the  twelfth 
century  misled  all  his  successors.  “  My  brethren  (said  the 
u  former),  ye  have  died  to  the  law,  through  the  body  of 
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“  Christ,  that  ye  may  bring  forth  fruit  to  God  :  for,  while 
“  we  were  in  the  flesh ,  our  members,  brought  forth  fruit  to 
“  death”  The  figure  of  the  green  tree ,  therefore,  in  our 
Lord’s  last  allegory,  did  not  intend  the  * green  tree  bearing 
1  good  fruit  to  God;  but,  the  ‘  green  tree  bearing  evil  fruit  to 
‘  death  ;  ichich  ‘  tree*  would  become  ‘ dry and  be  cut  down , 
‘  and  cast  into  the  fire.’ — ruv  £uXwy,  ra  ptv  iyyasi[ia,  to.  Se 
xauGifLa — “  of  woods  (says  Pollux)  some  are  available  for 
“  use ;  the  others,  are  only  to  be  burned.” 

Ver.  31.  the  place  called  Kranion  ( that  is ,  Skull).~\  Of 
all  the  delusions  which  the  train  of  dark  and  ignorant  ages 
have  impressed  on  the  minds  of  Christians  of  the  West  of 
Europe,  none  is  more  extraordinary  than  the  topographical 
notion  of  a  Mount  Calvary ,  equally  existent  as  a  Mount  Sion , 
or  Mount  of  Olives.  The  great  and  earliest  painters  of  the 
West,  have  mainly  contributed  to  foment  the  delusion.  Yet, 
the  Scriptures  make  no  mention  of  any  such  1  mount:*  the 
four  Evangelists  only  say,  ‘  a  place  called  Golgotha, — 
*  Kranion — of  a  Shull*  St.  Paul  only  says,  ‘Jesus  suffered 
‘  without  the  City*  On  which  account,  a  very  recent  and 
learned  visitor  of  that  holy  theatre  observes;  “  When  it  is 
“  urged,  that  the  modern  Calvary  is  not  sufficiently  high  to 
“  meet  our  ideas  of  a  hill ;  it  may  fairly  be  replied,  that 
“  Scripture  nowhere  states,  that  Calvary  was  a  hill”  (Elliot’s 
Travels ,  vol.  ii.  p.  442.) 


CHAPTER  XXIV., 

Ver.  13.  two  of  them.]  The  Evangelist,  in  this  place, 
names  only  one  of  those  disciples,  namely,  Kleopas  or 
Alpheus,  husband  of  Mary  the  sister  of  the  blessed  Virgin; 
and  the  father  of  those  who  were  called  *  the  Lord's  brothers .’ 
A  vulgar  tradition  early  prevailed,  that  the  other  disciple  was 
*  Peter ;  the  cause  of  which  error  can  now  be  traced.  The 
tradition  was  drawn  from  ver.  33,  ‘  the  Lord  —  hath  appeared 
‘  to  Simon ;  which  Origen  hastily  interpreted  to  mean, 
Simon  Peter,  and  impressed  his  error  on  the  early  church. 
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But,  an  ancient  scholion  to  ver.  33,  in  the  margin  of  Cod. 
Vat.  354,  written  in  949,  first  discovered  by  Birch,  supplies 
the  following  obvious  distinction  :  on  6  p,era  rou  KXewsra  rrooevo- 
fj,evo$  2i/iuv  7)\>y  ov%  6  Tlergog,  aXX’  o  eregog — ‘  he  who  was  walking 
4  with  Kleopas,  was  Simon ;  not  Peter ,  but  the  other*  Now, 
that  other  Simon  was  the  *  Zealot ,’  a  son  of  Kleopas :  an 
union ,  very  likely  to  have  occurred  at  a  moment  of  such 
anxious  domestic  interest.  And,  this  error  goes  to  render  the 
reading  — *  Kephas ,’  in  1  Cor.  xv.  5,  very  questionable, 

though  ancient,  when  we  consider,  how  easily  the  names 
KXeoKrag  and  K»jpaf  might  be  so  abbreviated  as  to  present  an 
equivocal  compend ;  and  certainly,  Kleopas  was  the  first  male 
witness  to  whom  our  Lord  revealed  himself  after  his  resur¬ 
rection,  not  Kephas  or  Peter.  This  is  further  shewn,  in  the 
ancient  tradition  early  appended  to  St.  Mark,  xviii.  (Gr. 
xvi.  rec.  text.)  Comp,  the  var.  readings,  Kypag  and  Tlergos, 
Gal.  ii.  9,  11,  14. 

Trollope  cautions  —  “That,  Klopas  mentioned  in  John, 
“  xix.  25,  must  not  he  confounded  with  Kleophas  mentioned 
“  here  by  St.  Luke,"  but,  he  states  no  ground  for  that 
caution,  which  is  altogether  superfluous ;  since  we  know 
only  of  one  individual  of  that  name,  and  also,  that  Alpheus , 
Kleopas ,  Kleophas ,  and  Klopas ,  are  only  differing  enun¬ 
ciations  of  the  name  of  that  individual.  (See  Annot.  to 
John,  xix.  25.) 

It  should  here  be  observed,  that  the  form  *  Kleop/tas/ 
with  the  aspirate  ph,  is  unknown  to  every  Gr.  MS. ;  all  of 
which  read  4  Kleopas,’  or  4  Klopas,’  without  an  aspirate. 
The  form  ‘  Cleop^as,’  was  first  introduced  by  the  Latin  trans¬ 
lator  ;  and  it  has  been  transmitted  by  Wiclif,  from  the  Latin 
Vulgate,  to  all  his  successors. 

Ver.  32.  the  eleven. ~\  rovg  evSexa :  “But  how,”  asked 
Euthymius,  in  the  twelfth  century,  “could  there  have  been 
44  eleven ,  since  Judas  Iscariot  had  perished,  and  Thomas  was 
41  not  then  present?”  The  same  question  may  be  further 
asked,  with  respect  to  the  absence  of  Simon  the  Zealot  with 
Kleopas,  which  reduced  the  number  of  the  apostles  present 
to  nine.  Whether  hhtxa  has  grown  out  of  ema,  or  whether 
Luke  wrote  prospectively  of  the  time  when  all  were  to  be 
again  reassembled,  I  do  not  take  on  myself  to  pronounce. 
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Ver.  44,  45,  46.]  agj-afievoi :  —  No  reading  has  been 
more  diversified  than  this  word  ;  each  diversity  altering  the 
purport  of  the  context,  at  the  expense  of  grammar.  Some 
copies  read  aotapevuv ;  others,  ag£a pevog  ;  one  MS.  afeupevriv ; 
the  received  text  lias  gratuitously  adopted  the  reading 
ag^a^gvoy,  referring  it  to  the  preceding  context,  and  inserting 
*  &  ears  in  the  following  sentence.  The  Vat.  MS.  reads  the 
passage  thus: — xa/  xri^vyQ jjva/  vxt  rtfj  ovo/iuti  avrov  /Ltruvotuv  tig 
aftai v  a/Laoriuv  tig  rravra  r a  tdv7).  A^a/itvoi  aTO  '  ltPov<sa\n(L, 
v/ieig  fj,agrvges  rovruv*  xai  tdov,  f£aco<mXX<y  rtjv  exayy. —  thus 
referring  ag^a/tsvo/  to  vjittg  in  the  succeeding  context,  where 
(as  Luke  shews  in  Acts,  i.  8)  we  are  to  understand  taea&t,  not 
tare.  The  Codd.  L,  N,  or  Vind.  Larnbec.  2,  of  the  seventh 
century,  and  the  Copt.  vers,  read  as  the  Vat.  MS.  Both 
Bentley  and  Birch  have  stated,  “  de  tart,  desunt  in  Cod.  Vat.** 
The  construction  of  the  most  ancient  text,  is,  therefore, 
v/Mig,  u^ufievoi  a-ro 'legou<raX7j/z,  (efftaOt)  {Lctgrvgeg  rouruv'  xai  ido v. — 
Erasmus’s  perplexity  at  this  place,  evidently  arose  from  his 
not  being  acquainted  with  the  most  ancient  reading  of  the 
Vat.  MS.;  for,  he  knew  neither  that  MS.  nor  the  Codd.  L,  N ; 
to  which  Scholz  adds  Cod.  X,  or  Landshutensis ,  of  the  tenth 
century. 

Ver.  47.  And  he  led  them  out  ( of  the  city)  as  far  as  to 
Bethany  (i.  e.  on  the  Jordan).]  e^rjyuye  5c  aurovg  'EH2  El 3 
BtQuvtav :  i.  e.  r\yayt  de  uvrovg  ex  (rrjg  t&Xe ug)  tug  tig  BtiOccviclv  (l.  e. 
neguv  rov  logdctvou).  The  words  tug  e/g  —  ‘  as  far  as,*  in  this 
place  of  Luke,  distinguish  it,  in  the  same  evangelist,  xix. 
28,  from  the  simple  tig  —  to  ‘  Bethany ,  at  the  mount  of 
1  Olives  ;  * —  which  “  was  about  fifteen  furlongs  from  Jc- 
“  rusalem ,”  (or,  not  quite  two  miles).  “  Particula  tug, 
“  proprie  designat  continuum  nec  interruptam  actionem.” 
(lloogev.  p.  206.  Scliutz.)  This,  therefore,  was  the  same 
Bethany  intended  by  St.  John,  in  c.  i.  28.  See  the  former 
Annot.  to  that  place. 


ACTS  OF  THE  APOSTLES: 


luke’s  continuation  of  his  gospel. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  14.  Mary  the  mother  of  Jesus,  and  with  his  brothers .] 
xai  ffvv  rug  ade \<potg  t — viz.  ‘Joses,  and  his  swtfers.*’  44  ol  ctde\po/, 
44  etiam  de  sororibus (Zeun.  ad  Xen.  K.  n.  245.  Steph. 
Thes.  Gt.  p.  3197.  Valpy)  the  plural  brothers ,  in  Greek, 
comprehends  sisters  also.  See  Matt.  xiii.  55,  Mark,  vi. 
4,  where  *  brothers  and  sisters  *  are  expressed  ;  but  4  bro- 
4  titers'  only  by  Luke,  in  this  place;  4  sisters /  being  under¬ 
stood. 

Ver.  18.  he  hung ,  &c.]  tXaxm  ;  in  Matt,  xxvii.  5,  arrny^aro 
— *  laqueo  se  suspend  it.'  Lat ,,  as  of  Ahithophel,  2  Sam.  xvii. 
23. —  I  have  shewn  (Annot.  p.  292),  that  eXaxt) <k  is  no  other¬ 
wise  Greek,  than  by  adoption  from  the  Latin  4  laqueo — -to 
‘hang;  as  pgaysXXow,  from  the  Latin  4 Jlagello  —  to  scourge.* 
44  Jam  vero,  nemo  ambigit,”  says  Salmasius,  44  quin  Graecus 
44  sermo,  quo  conscriptae  6unt  Novi  Fcederis  tabuhe,  multas 
11  insiticias  voces  Romanas  habeat:  trovdagm,  <pPaye\\iov,  Xsvnov, 
“  xovorciibiix,  rtrXog ,  affsagiov,  xo Seavrijs,  bnvctgiog,  xyvi log,  et  aliee 
44  plures,  de  eoquemquam  dubitare  non  sinunt,”  (de  Hellenist. 
p.  94).  The  Theological  Reviewer  contends,  in  defiance  of 
orthography  and  grammar,  that  eXaxv **  is  4 sufficient  Greek ’ 
to  be  interpreted  in  the  sense  of  eXa xt — 4  crepuit.'  I  know 
no  scholarly  meaning  that  can  be  annexed  to  the  phrase 
4  sufficient  Greek,’  but,  that  a  insititious  word  is  duly  moulded 
into  a  Greek  form.  The  inflection  i\axr\ot,  certainly  resulted 
from  a  present,  Xaxw,  a  verb,  which  the  Greek  language,  as 
certainly,  did  not  possess.  44  We  think,"  says  the  Theological 
Reviewer ,  44  that  Xaxeu  is  evidently  employed  by  the  Evan- 
44  gelist,  to  signify  that  which  is  expressed,  in  familiar 
44  English,  by  the  word  4  split  ’  or  4  crack;*  although  the 
44  Greek  text  may  possibly  appear  to  us,  to  be  somewhat 
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44  strange,  and  even  coarse :** — that  is  to  say,  in  the  sense  of 
the  obsolete  Xaxw ;  with  which  word,  Xaxew  has  no  nearer 
etymological  connexion  than  our  English  ‘  lop  ’  with  4  loop ,’ 
that  is,  an  accidental  community  of  elements:  he  has  no 
better  ground  for  his  thought.  But,  the  Reviewer  must  be 
content  to  take  with  him,  that,  in  that  sense,  it  especially 
intends  and  includes  the  sound  of  the  crack — ‘  cum  strepitu / 
as  when  an  earthen  vessel  is  broken  by  falling  on  a  pave¬ 
ment,  or  a  piece  of  cloth  violently  rent  asunder;  not  the 
mere  separation  of  the  parts,  but  the  accompanying  audible 
notice  of  the  separation.  It  will  thus  signify,  that  4  Judas 
4  (whom  he  calls  simply,  Iscariot ),  cracked  in  the  middle — 

4  cum  strepitu — with  a  loud  i wise.’  I  leave  the  benefit  of 
this  exposition  to  the  Theological  Reviewer  to  support  his 
interpretation  of  eXa by  appealing  to  Suidas,  a  Christ¬ 
ian  lexicographer  of  the  twelfth  century  (Harles.) :  44  In 
4 4  Suidas,”  he  confidently  says,  44  this  very  word  £Xax?j<re  is 
44  interpreted,  e<j%t irfo).*’  But,  this  is  proving  too  much  ; 
for,  eXaxjjc re  is  not  interpreted  by  the  sense  of  pews  zexi<f6rh 
that  follows  it.  The  critic  did  not  perceive,  that  Suidas 
only  copied  the  vulgar  interpretation  of  that  passage,  as 
Kuster  pointed  out  in  his  note ;  but  which,  the  critic  does 
not  attend  to:  viz. — 44  Actor,  i.  18,  de  Juda  dicitur ;  hue 
44  Suidas  respexit /’ 

I  must  here  introduce  a  notice  on  this  text,  which  was 
inadvertently  overlooked  in  the  first  edition  of  this  Sup¬ 
plement. —  The  reverend  censor  refers  to  what  I  observed  on 
the  eXax?j<re  in  this  place,  in  my  former  Annotation  (p.  293), 
relative  to  the  reading  of  the  ancient  4  Borgian  ’  MS.  of  the 
line,  4  Nubes,'  (Aristoph.  409)  ;  and  he  remarks:  —  “  If  the 
44  B.  MS.  be  right,  We  do  not  quite  see  how  the  poet  can 
44  well  be  acquitted  of  a  heavy  sin,  both  against  grammar , 
44  and  prosody ;  since  &aXax/£w  is  not  a  neuter  but  a  trans- 
44  itive  verb,  and  that  the  integrity  of  the  anapastic  verse , 
44  absolutely  demands  &aX7jx?;<ra<ra.” — -But,  44  the  B.  MS.  may 
44  still  be  right  f  though  the  caviller  44  may  not  quite  see  how." 
If  he  had  taken  the  pains,  before  he  personated  the  teacher, 
to  graduate  as  a  learner,  and  to  consult  the  Treatise,  No.  V. 
in  vol.  i.  part  ii.  p.  47,  note  1,  of  the  4  Trans,  of  the  R.  S.  of 
4  Literature /  printed  in  1829,  and  referred  to  in  1837,  in 
the  first  of  these  4  Annotations p.  293,  he  might  have 
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avoided  this  exhibition  of  tirocinian  criticism ;  because,  lie 
would  then  have  found,  from  Invernezius’s  learned  and 
latest  edition  of  Aristophanes ,  with  Notes,  (Lipsi<e,  1794), 
that  his  44 integrity  of  his  anapceslus ,”  in  this  whole  line,  is  a 
spurious  reading  of  the  poet's  oivn  genuine  text : 

i ]  5‘  aj’  iQurrar'  tv  i i.ctXaxirag  ■. rpog  ttwreu. 

I  have  not  further  space  for  tracing  out  the  intimate  con¬ 
nexion  between  *  lagueus  —  a  cord /  laqueo  (Aaxsw  with  the 
neuter  sense  of  x;i/»au — pendeo)  4  to  hang  * — and  4  laquear — 
4  a  ceiling /  consisting  in  the  relations  of  support  and  sus¬ 
pension:  I  shall,  therefore,  offer  my  censor  the  following 
clues,  and  leave  to  him  to  work  out  that  connexion.  — 44  A 
44  laqueo ,  laquear.”  (Priscian,  Patch,  p.  691.) — 44  dependent 
44  lychni  laquearibus /*  Mn.  i.  726. — 44  Sidera  ignibus  ccelum 
“  laqueantia:”  Manil. — li pendentis  sidera  cceli.”  Ov.  Met. — 
44  laqueata  templa,”  Lucret.  ii.  28,  is  opposed  to  44  lampadas 
44  igniferas  manibus  retinentia  the  former  intimating,  lights 
suspended  from  the  ceiling : — 44  laqueata  tecta,”  Hor.,  4  e  qui- 
4  bus  pendebant  lucernse*’  Baxter: — 44  laqueus  suspendiosi/’ 
Plin.  N.  H.  xxviii.  12,  4  the  rope  of  a  person  hanged /  The 
passage  of  the  Acts  before  us,  with  its  insititious  Latin  term 
4  laqueavit,’  will  therefore  signify,  4  dejectus  infaciem  (Au- 
4  giistin),  pependit  —  EAAKH2E,  in  medio /  See.  — 1  casting 
4  himself  headlong ,  he  hung  in  the  midst/  See. : 

“  — *—  creli  tei  r*que  perosus, 

44  Inter  utrumque  peril.*'—  Arator.1  ap.  Suicer.  i.  405. 

Ver.  25.  to  go  to  his  own  place.]  The  V at.,  JEpkr.,  and 
Alex.  MSS.  read  rorzov — 4 place/  not  xA^ov,  4 part / — at  the 
beginning  of  this  verse,  as  well  as  at  the  end.  Those  most 
anc.  copies,  read  the  whole  verse  thu9  :  A afiuv  tov  TOIION  rr,g 
Siaxov/ug  ravTJii  xui  aTOOToA7js,  af  r,$  <Ta.gtfir)  lovda<;  TOf£u0?ji/a/  ug 
tov  TOIION  tov  ibiov. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  18.  after  these  things.]  We  have  here  a  4  duplex 
4  lectio  conflata ,  or  confluent  double  reading /  The  Greek 

1  Arator,  secretary  and  minister  of  finance  to  Athalaric,  king  of  the  Ostro¬ 
goths,  in  526 ;  sub-deacon  to  Pope  Vigil,  in  544,  to  whom  he  presented  his 
metrical  version  of  ‘  the  Book  of  the  Acts.' 
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text  of  Joel  is,  xa/  ssrai  ptra.  tccvtcc  xat  ex^eai  —  and  it  shall 
come  to  pass ,  after  these  things ,  that  I  will  pour  out;  this  is 
also  the  reading  of  the  Vat.  MS.,  in  this  citation.  The  Cod. 
Ephr .  reads  with  the  addition,  xa<  iOrai  (Lera,  raura,  ev  rctig 
usyuTcug  yusgaig — ex^ew —  ‘  and  it  shall  come  to  pass  after 
‘  these  things,  in  the  latter  days,  that  I  will  pour  out.’  All 
the  following  copies  omit  the  genuine  pito.  rai/ra,  and  retain 
only  the  intnisivc  gloss  of  the  Cod.  Ephr.  We  thus  see  the 
origin  of  the  difference  in  the  passage  in  question,  in  our 
English  version  of  the  prophet,  and  in  this  place . 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  9.  of  the  Libyans ,  and  Cyrenians,  and  Alexan¬ 
drians.]  Libyans,  not  Libertines ,  as  in  the  rec.  texts: — It 
would  be  worth  while  to  refer  to  the  fruitless  labour  with 
which  learned  annotators  have  variously  endeavoured  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  Greek  word  Aifitgrivuv — * Libertinorum’  in  this  place, 
with  the  sense  of  *  Libertines,  as  given  in  our  authorised 
English  version ;  before  we  consult  Havercamp’s  Note  on  Jo¬ 
sephus,  A.  J.  xvi.  c.  6,  §  1 ;  and  that  of  his  follower,  Wet- 
stein,  on  Acts,  in  this  place.  The  learned  Havercamp,  to  the 
passage  of  Josephus  where  he  mentions,  roug  dt  xara  r? ]v  Aaiuv 
I ouScaovg,  xcu  osovg  h  irgog  KugrjvTjv  A ifivr)  —  adds  this  im¬ 

portant  observation  :  “We  learn,  from  Acts,  ii.  10,  that  there 
1  were  sojourning  in  Jerusalem,  Jews — from  Egypt,  and  the 
‘  parts  of  Libya  about  Cyrened  Syncellus,  the  chronologist,  in 
“  p.347,  records  (concerning  those  in  the  reign  of  Trajan)  — 
“  Ioudatoi ,  aura  Aifiuqv  xa/  Kv^vijv  xa/  Aiyurrrov  xa /  AXel'Uvdguav  — 
‘  the  Jews  that  were  in  Libya ,  and  Cyrene,  and  Egypt, 
f  and  Alexandria.’  Since,  then,  in  Acts,  vi.  9,  the  Syna- 
“  gogue  Ai(3u<jtivci)v,  AXe^avd^ecov,  Kugnvaiuv —  of  the  Libustian , 
“  Alexandrian,  Cyrenian  Jews,  are  joined  together,  I  cannot 
“  doubt,  that  the  same  j)artie9  are  intended ;  and,  that  the 
“  word  Atfisgnvuv  —  *  Libertines,*  is  a  corrupted  reading  in 
tf  that  place  of  the  Acts.  It  is  known,  that  * L'tbystinus' 
“  was  equally  formed  from  Libya,  a9  1  Libys.1  Catullus, 
“  epig.  GO, 

u 


leoina  inontibus  L\brjstims." 
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See  Wetstein’s  note  on  Acts,  vi.  9 ;  (where  the  learned 
German  does  not  acknowledge  his  obligation  to  Havercamp, 
though  he  works  on  his  ground).  Comp,  also,  Heync’s  note 
to  jEd.  lib.  v.  37. 

“ - pelle  Libystidis  urs®:” 

“  Libystidis ,  defensum  vide  a  Pierio  contra  eos,  qni  Li - 
“  byssidis  malebant:  Labysticcis  et  Labystinis  vitio  libra- 
“  riorum.  Est  Aifivaris.”  But,  though  Wetstein 

has  suppressed  the  name  of  his  learned  coadjutor  in  his 
Note,  he  has  given  us  the  name  of  Beza  in  his  various  read¬ 
ings: —  “  Aifitgrivuv]  Aifiugrivwv  T.  Beza  in  annotatt.  Ed.  1,  2, 
tl  (1505,  1576).  J.  Clericus,  Jac.  Gothofredus.” — Scholz, 
the  latest  annotator,  gives  us  only — “  Labyorum,  Arm.  Co - 
“  rint/io  At.  pol but.  adds  no  remark.  We  are,  therefore, 
wholly  indebted  to  Havercamp,  for  recovering  this  important 
reading. 

Ver.  14.  the  Nazarenc.~\  o  Na£«ga/og :  —  Thus,  reads  the 
Vatican  Copy,  by  the  personal  testimony  of  Bentley  (‘  Col - 
*  latio  Cod.  Vatic.  N.  T.,  C.  G.  Woide,  Oxon.  1799  ’) ; 
omitting  —  *  that —  this  Jesus' — 


Ed.  Oxon .  1G75. 


V.  14.  on  lr)ffovs 

TOUTOV 


Codex  Vaticanus. 

Cap.  VI. 
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The  negative  testimony  of  Birch,  after  the  destruction  of 
all  his  second  volumes,  in  4to.  (by  the  conflagration  of  the 
R.  Printing  Press,  at  Copenhagen,  in  June  1795),  might 
well  have  caused  the  omission  in  his  Suppl.  ‘Far.  Lectt *  in 
12mo.,  compiled  from  his  MSS.;  which  were  printed  in 
1798. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  39.  chose  out .]  egeXegaro: — Vat.  MS.;  not  eds £aro, 
as  the  rec.  text,  (sec  former  Annot.)  The  Theological 
Reviewer's  criticism  can  discern  nothing  more,  in  the 
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testimony  of  the  earliest  and  most  ancient  document  that  has 
been  preserved  for  us,  than  a  solitary  numerical  unity .  (See 
Exposit.  Pref.  p.  28.)  It  may,  therefore,  be  to  the  purpose  to 
observe,  that  the  Septuagint  use  the  verb  txXzyofiui  112  times, 
but  only  8  times;  the  N.  C.  ex\ty.  19  times,  but 

only  8.  We  read  in  Deut.  xxx.  19,  ryv  £u7jv  xai  rov  Oavarov 
beduxct  irgotfctivcu  ii/iuv——  exXs^u/  rrjv  <ri»,  iva  tytifig. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

Ver.  5.  I  am  Jesus,  whom  thou  persecutest :  but ,  arise, 
&e.]  Between  these  sentences,  our  authorised  English 
version,  copying  the  vulgate  Greek ,  introduces  a  spurious 
insertion,  borrowed  from  c.  xxvi.  14. —  Burton,  Bloomfield, 
and  Trollope,  give  due  notice  of  the  interpolation,  but,  they 
nevertheless  give  it  a  place  in  the  genuine  text :  by  which 
proceeding,  I  do  not  perceive  that  any  practical  gain  is 
obtained,  toward  separating  the  tares  and  the  grain. 
“  Glossam  hanc  esse,  ex  parallelo  xxvi.”  says  also  Bengcl ; 
yet,  he  suffers  the  gloss  to  retain  its  usurped  station. 

Scholz ,  has  duly  expelled  the  intruder  from  his  text : 
but,  as  he  had  obtained  the  possession  and  property  of  all 
the  MS.  labours  of  his  learned  predecessor,  Schulz;  without 
referring  or  adverting  to  his  stores ;  we  cannot  venture  to 
ascribe  to  the  former ,  the  credit  which  may  very  possibly 
be  due  only  to  the  latter.  (See,  the  following  Annot.  to 
Heb.  x.  24.) 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  1.  Lucius  (or  Luke)  the  Cyrenean.']  Ao vxiog  ( xa - 
XoufMvog)  6  Kv^vaiog :  —  This  last  denomination,  gives  the 
historian’s  own  description  of  himself;  which  St.  Paul  ex¬ 
pressed  more  familiarly  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Colossians, 
C.  iv.  12. —  Aouxag  6  nzrgog  6  aywr^rog —  ‘  Luke,  the  beloved 
4  physician ;*  xvgijvaioe  and  iargogr  being  here  to  be  understood 
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synonymously  :  ‘Trguroi  ptv  KgoruiviqTcu  /3jrgo/  eXeyovro  am  rqv  *EX- 
XaSa  6jvu/‘  devregoi  <h,  K'jgrjvuioi  —  ‘  The  Crotonians,  were  said  to 
‘  be  the  first  physicians  in  Greece ;  the  Cyreneansy  the  se- 
4  cond.’  (Herod,  iii.  131.) — ■  “  Aouxiog  :  Lucius ,  qui  alias 
“  Lucas  appellatur.  Observant  enim  nomen  ejus  in  com- 
“  pendium  fuisse  redactum,  ut  pro  Lucilio  vel  Lucanoy 
44  vocatur  Lucam (Wetst.  in  Act.  xiii.  and  Rom.  xvi.  21.) 
“  Lucii  nomen  et  Luca  idem  est,  nisi  quod  prius  istud, 
44  posteriori  diminutivum,  familiarius  aliquiquando  sonat.” 
(Bengel,  ad  Luc.  c.  i.)  That  name  was  written  differently, 
according  to  its  Greek  or  Latin  inflection ;  but,  in  the 
darkening  ages  which  followed,  they  became  distributed  to 
different  imaginary  persons.  In  our  own  authorised  version, 
they  became  multiplied  into  three  — 4  Lucius ,  Luke ,  and 
4  Lucas. ’  In  the  same  manner,  our  common  version  has 
multiplied  the  solitary  name  Ma^xog,  into  Mark  and  Marcus. 
A  learned  annotator  observes  on  this  name  (in  his  note  before 
the  Gospel  of  this  evangelist)  :  44  if  this  Mark  died  in  the 
44  eighth  year  of  Nero  (a.d.  60  or  62),  as  is  said  by  Eusebius, 
44  he  could  not  be  mentioned  iu  the  2  Ep.  to  Timothy,  which 
44  was  not  written  before  a.d.  64,  and  perhaps  in  66.”  But,  if 
that  chronologist  (who  would  thus  settle  a  date  definitively 
between  the  terms  a.d.  61  and  a.d.  66,)  had  been  at  all  aware, 
that  the  received  reading  of  his  N.  T.  in  Gal.  ii.  1,  dia  htxarta- 
actguv — fourteen ,’  and  that  our  recovered  reading,  Sia  dt  xa  (xai) 
Ttffffugw — 4  within  four made  a  difference  of  ten  years  in  his 
chronology  (44  in  which ”  he  is  constrained  to  acknowledge, 
44  we  do  not  know  any  thing  of  what  happened  to  him;')  he 
would  have  had  the  caution  to  abstain  from  so  futile  an 
attempt  of  decision,  on  this  chronological  question.  And,  I 
cannot  refrain  from  reprehending  a  ground  which  the  same 
learned  Annotator  is  so  adventurous  as  to  assume,  for  sus¬ 
taining  his  own  personal  conjecture : — 44  St.  Luke  (he  says) 
44  may  have  been  ill-informed  of  Paul's  movementsy  at  this 
44  time."  The  reverend  canon  himself  may ,  indeed, 4  have  been 
4  ill  informed  of  St.  Paul’s  movements  at  that  time  but  not 
so  probably  the  consociated  historian. 

Ver.  8.  but  the  Sorcerer ,  for  90  his  name  Elymas  is 
interpreted.]  We  should  use  this  construction  in  the  transla¬ 
tion,  in  order  to  convey  clearly  the  historian’s  meaning. 
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Ver.  25.  the  God  that  made  the  worlds  &e.]  This,  and 
the  following  seven  verses,  comprise  the  two  first  Articles  of 
that  Faith,  which  St.  Paul  was  ordained  to  promulgate  in 
the  first  instance,  to  the  heathen  world.  After  those  two 
preliminary  articles  had  been  propounded  and  established,  he 
next  proceeded  to  expose  the  third  or  last  Article ,  respecting 
the  Holy  Spirit.  “  Have  ye  received  the  H.  S.  since  ye  he- 
“  lieved?”  (he  asked);  and  they  said  to  him,  u  We  have  not 
“  heard ,  that  there  is  a  H.  S. — Then  Paul  told  the  people, 
“  that  they  must  believe  on  Jesus:  and  when  they  heard 
“  this,  they  were  baptised  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus. 
“  And,  when  Paul  had  laid  his  hands  on  them,  the  Holy  Spirit 
“  came  upon  them ”  (c.  xix.  2-7).  In  the  first  exposition,  there¬ 
fore,  St.  Paul  laid  open  only  the  foundation  of  the  Gospel  faith, 
as  introductory  to  its  entire  revelation ;  following  the  exam¬ 
ple  of  his  Divine  Master  toward  his  own  generation  :  “  I 
“  have  yet  many  things  to  say  to  you,  but  ye  are  not  able  to 
“  bear  them  now ;  but,  when  he,  the  Spirit  of  Truth,  is  come, 
“  He  will  guide  you  to  all  the  truth/’  John,  xvi.  12,  13. 
It  is  surprising,  that  this  introductory  symbol  or  formulary 
of  belief,  was  not  incorporated  into  our  liturgy,  with  those 
of  a  later  age. 


St.  Paul’s  First  Profession  of  Faith ,  to  the  Athenians. 


“  The  God  that  made  the  world,  and  every  thing  in  it, 
being  himself  Lord  of  heaven  and  earth,  dwelleth  not  in  tem¬ 
ples  made  with  hands;  neither  is  served  by  human  hands, 
as  if  He  needeth  any  thing;  since  He  Himself  givetli  to  all, 
life,  and  breath,  and  all  things : 

“  and,  from  one  man ,  He  hath  made  every  nation  of  men 
to  dwell  on  all  the  face  of  the  earth ;  having  determined  the 
appointed  times  and  the  boundaries  of  their  habitation  : 

“  that  they  should  seek  the  Lord,  if  haply  they  may  feel 
Him  out  and  find  Him  ;  although,  He  is  not  far  from  every 
one  of  us;  for,  in  Him  we  live,  and  move,  and  have  our 
being. 

“  Being  therefore  ourselves,  offspring  of  God,  we  ought 
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not  to  think  that  the  Divine  Nature  is  like  gold,  or  silver, 
or  stone,  graven  by  art  and  man’s  device  : 

“  but,  Gon,  having  overlooked  those  times  of  ignorance, 
now  commandeth  that  all  men ,  every  where ,  shall  change  their 
thoughts;  according  as  He  hath  appointed  a  day  in  which  He 
will  judge  the  world  with  justice,  by  tiie  Man  whom  He  hath 
ordained ;  of  which  He  hath  given  assurance  to  all  men,  by 
raising  Him  from  the  dead." 

In  a  riper  state  of  his  auditors,  he  fully  disclosed  the 
mystery  of  that  ‘Man:5 — “The  first  man,  was  from  the 
“  earth  :  the  second  Man,  is  from  Heaven (]  Cor.  xv.  47.) 

Ver.  25.  made  the  world,  and  every  thing  in  it .]  *  Existence, 
is  the  exclusive  and  personal  attribute  of  God,  whether  self- 
existence  or  imparted  existence  ;  both,  emanate  from  Himself 
only  :  there  is  no  general  or  neutral  existence.  As  every  ex¬ 
istence  springs  from  Him  alone,  it  can  cease  to  exist,  or  con¬ 
tinue  to  exist,  only  by  his  will ;  and,  though  man  can  change 
the  corporeal  circumstances  of  his  existence,  as  by  suicide ,  he 
cannot  affect  the  existence  itself \  which  remains  the  same, 
and  can  only  be  affected  by  the  will  and  power  of  its 
Creator. 


CHAPTER  XIX. 

Ver.  9.  in  the  school  of  Tyrannus .]  iv  (T^oXtj  Tufawou, 
Vat.  M.S. : — ev  o^.  Tugawou  rmg,  is  the  reading  of  the  re¬ 
ceived  text  ;  on  which  Erasmus  pertinently  asked,  “Si 
“  nomen  est  proprium ,  cur  addidit  ru/ogl”  The  Vat.  MS., 
followed  by  the  Alex.,  enables  us,  in  our  generation,  to 
answer  this  question ;  by  stating,  that  rmg  is  a  spurious 
reading ,  introduced  subsequently  to  the  date  of  those  copies  ; 
and  thus,  to  render  superfluous  the  learned  and  ingenious 
conjecture  of  Knatchbull,  who  endeavoured  to  expound  the 
passage  from  Phavorinus,  who  says,  ru^awog  tsuv  ao^uv  xoXiug 
— ‘  tyrannus  denotes  the  chief  of  a  city* 
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Ver.  7.  Ptolemais.]  This  name,  which  occurs  only  in 
this  solitary  occasion  in  the  S.  S.,  was  given  for  a  time,  by 
the  Greeks  and  Romans,  to  the  ancient  Accho  mentioned  in 
Judges,  i.  31;  which  ancient  town  recovered  its  former 
denomination  in  the  Christian  ages,  in  the  forms  Aco,  and 
Acre,  and  finally,  of  St.  Jean  cT Acre.  No  notice,  of  the 
name  or  place,  i9  taken  either  by  Bengel  or  any  of  otir 
English  annotators  ;  but,  a  copious  note  relating  to  it  is 
added  by  Wetstein,  tom.  ii.  p.  602.  At  the  present  mo¬ 
ment,  it  is  contemplated  with  interest  as  qualified  for  forming 
an  advance-guard  of  a  new  sovereignty  of  Egypt,  towards 
Syria. 

Ver.  6.  departed  and  came.]  See  note  above,  to  John,  xi.  19. 

Ver.  16.  taking  us  to  ( lodge  at  the  house  of)  one  Mnason, 
&C.]  So  the  words  ayovrtf  (yfiae)  nag  ^5  £tvi<rO(i>fL6V  MvchTojvi  rivt , 
should  be  rendered  ;  and  not,  ‘  bringing  with  them  one  Mna¬ 
son,'  as  I  had  too  scrupulously  followed  our  English  vulgate . 
“  Miror  vero  interpretes  quos  vidi  omnes  vertunt,  adduccntes 
il  secum  Mnasonem ;  cum  neque  steterit  cum  grammatica,  vel 
“  sen9u.  Multo  est  enim  probabilius,  Mnasonem  habitasse 
“  et  jam  fuisse  Hierosolymis,  apud  quern  statuebant  hospi- 
il  tari.”  (Knatchbull,  Animadv.) 


CHAPTER  XXII. 

Ver.  2.  he  spahe  to  them  in  the  Hebrew  tongue.]  Here, 
the  historian  proceeds  to  report  to  his  readers,  a  Greek 
translation  of  St.  Paul’s  oration  to  his  Hebrew  auditory, 
which  he  delivered  to  them  in  their  *  Hebrew  tongue as  is 
expressly  stated,  also,  in  the  conclusion  of  the  preceding 
chapter.  Now,  it  is  a  most  remarkable  oversight  of  a  learned 
and  laborious  expositor,  that,  though  Luke  distinctly  tells  us, 
that  Paul  delivered  that  discourse  in  the  Hebrew  tongue ,  the 
matter  of  which  he  (the  historian)  presents  in  a  Greek  trans - 
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lation ,  yet,  the  modern  expositor  appeals  to  the  translation , 
as  if  it  contained  the  original  words  of  the  Hebrew  speaker. 
He  says — “  The  point  of  coincidence,  important  to  be  noticed, 
“  between  Acts,  xxii.  5,  xxvi.  11,  and  Heb.  x.  29,  in  which 
i(  these  terms  respectively  occur ,  is,  that  they  are  employed  in 
“  all  the  three  contexts .”  But  it  so  happens,  that  the  middle 
one  only  of  the  three  contexts,  was  truly  St.  Paul's  original 
Greek;  the  first  and  last  were  Luke’s  Greek  translations 
of  Paul’s  Hebrew  originals.  (See  the  following  Prefatory 
Annotation  to  the  Hebrews;  and,  The  Apost.  Author,  to  the 
Epistle  to  the  Hebrews ,  1838,  p.  62.)  This  fatal  oversight , 
saps  the  foundation  of  the  learned  expositor’s  specious,  but 
unsolid  superstructure ;  as  will  be  found  in  the  place  here 
referred  to. 


CHAPTER  XXIV. 

Ver.  23, 24.  His  justification.]  These  verses,  as  I  before 
observed,  have  experienced  the  officiousness  of pkiloponists. 
All  the  oldest  copies,  Vat.,  Ephr Alex.,  Cod.  Vat.,  367, 
and  many  other  ancient  MSS.,  read  the  latter  verse  with¬ 
out  wusbui,  which  is  an  insertion  of  later  copyists,  after 
the  eighth  century;  shewing,  that  the  context  has  been 
tampered  with  :  Scholz  has,  therefore,  correctly  excluded 
that  word  from  his  text.  The  unpunctuated  words  of 
the  latest  surviving  uncial  copies ,  previous  to  that  date, 
Stand  thus :  fj.tr  tm/i^aro  rov  TlavXov  xai  r\xov<!iv  avrov  $reg<  ri) $  tig 
Xgiarov  Ijjcouv  marsug  diaXtyo/itvov  bt  a vrov  nsgi  bixaioffvvr,g  xai  eyxga- 
re/ccg  xai  rov  xgifiurog  rov  fj.tXXovrog  tfJ.<po[ 3og  yevo/xtvog  0  <t The 
subject-matter,  and  ‘  ratio  comparationis ,’  direct  us  to  dis¬ 
tribute  btdkvyofLtvov  bt  to  nauXoy,  the  first  mentioned  ;  and  the 
second  avrov,  (by  an  emphatic  hyperbaton,1)  to  Xgisrov  in  sow, 
last  mentioned,  detached  from  rris  martug.  “ Hyperbaton ,  id 
“  est,  verbi  transgressioncm,  quam  frequenter  ratio  compara - 
“  tionis(al.  compositions)  et  decor  poscit,  non  immerito  inter 
“  virtutes  habemus.”  (Quinctil.  Inst.  Orat.  lib.  viii.  c.  6, 
p.  749.  Ed.  Burmann.) 

1  KnatcMiull,  on  Jude,  18.  “Est  etiam  in  hoc  loco  hyperbalon— adeo  ut 
K  fatendum  sit,  in  singulis  apostolis  reperiri  hyperbuta,  ne  quia  ultra  in  iia 
“  hffireat.” 
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On  a  close  examination,  the  rec.  text  is  found  complete, 
with  the  rejection  only  of  the  interpolated  tatadtu.  The 
passage  will  then  stand  thus — {teriTt/t-^aro  rov  TlauXov,  xa / 
7}xov6tv  avrov  negi  r?j$  ei;  XPI2TON  IH20TN  rrtanuig’  bia\tyo[itvov 
of,  ATTOT  erf gi  btxaioiSvvrif,  xat  tyxgareiag,  xa/  rov  xp/Larog  rov 
peWovrog,  t/j,<po(3og  ytvo/j, evog  6  <l>.  —  *  lie  sent  for  Paul,  and  heard 
‘  him  speak  concerning  the  faith  in  CnnisT  Jesus  :  and,  as 
‘  he  reasoned  of  His  justification,  and  power  or  dominion, 
‘  and  future  judgment,  Festus  becoming  terrified,’  &c. — 
avrov  rrty  hr/. . ,  for  rrep  5/x.  avrov.  The  context  shews,  that 
Paul’s  discourse  was  engaged  in  urging  the  great  articles 
of  the  < Christian  Faith'  —  viz.  ‘Christ’s  justification,  His 
‘  supreme  power ,  and  His^waZ  tribunal.*  The  first  of  these 
was  the  d/xa/offw?)  0£ct>- — ‘  justification  of  God which  Paul 
urges  in  Rom.  i.  17;  iii.  21-27  :  the  second,  was  that  su¬ 
preme  power  which  he  enforced  in  Rom.  x.  13,  where  he 
proclaims  Christ  Kvgiog  rruvruv — i  Lord  of  all:’  the  last,  is  the 
xoULa  rov  0f ov  —  ‘  judgment  of  God of  which  lie  gives  warn¬ 
ing  in  Rom.  ii.  3.  The  Theological  Reviewer  says — “a 
“  moment's  inspection  of  the  original  will  shew,  how  utterly 
“  inadmissible  is  the  insertion  of  the  word  ‘  his  ’  in  the  above 
“  translation.”  This  critic  appears  habituated  to  momentary 
inspections ;  but,  an  entire  minute's  inspection  of  the  same 
text,  will  shew  him,  that  the  pronoun  *  his ,'  is  not  only 
admissible,  but  is  actually  expressed  in  it.  He  does  not 
perceive  that,  in  the  last  sentence,  the  historian  has  changed 
his  subject,  from  Paul  to  Christ ;  and  that  avrov,  in  this 
clause,  signifies  avrov  rovrov ,  referring  to  the  last-mentioned 
person  :  “  a vrog  is  often  in  the  sense  of  is  ipse."  (Matthias, 
Gr.  Gr .  §  472,  10.) 

Of  the  different  senses  appertaining  to  the  Greek  word 
f yv.^arua,  those  of  ‘  ditio ,  potentia ,  super ioritas,'  appear  the 
most  suitable  to  this  place. 

Eyxoareu,  eyxgarevu,  tyxgartta,  eyxgarrjg,  and  eyxgarw;,  re¬ 
spectively  express,  in  their  primary  and  general  imports,  the 
exercise ,  fact ,  or  quality  of  ‘  controlling  power.'  Of  these 
different  parts  of  speech,  the  last  two  are  most  common  with 
the  Greek  writers.  The  verbs  are  also  expressed  by  the  ad¬ 
jective  and  yivofMui,  as  eyxgarr,g  rr,g  Aiyvxrou  cratf?j;  eyevfro 
‘  omni  TEgypto  potitus  est.'  I).  Cassius,  lib.  xxxix.  c.  51. 
Also,  with  as,  aravrrn  rcav  ayaOuv  eyxgareig  ovra ;  rouf  0eou;, 
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kcci  uvToui  x.o.1  howui  toiz  aXXo/$.  Demosth.  Ep.  Reiske, 
p.  1487.  27:  —  ‘the  Gods  having  the  power  both  to  possess, 
‘  and  to  impart,  all  good  things.’ 

Pollux,  who  constructed  his  Onomaslicon  as  early  as  the 
second  century,  thus  associates  eyxgareia  : — xugregta,  eyxoccreta, 
av&geia,  wfo/Liu,  evgujaria,  which  the  Latin  interpreter  correctly 
renders,  *  fortitudo,  potentia ,  virilitas,  animositas,  robur.' 
(iv.  10.)  The  same  lexicographer  says,  Xewvra  av  eixoiz  — 
«fXU£°v,  Agatov,  xgungov,  tyxpanj  audguv —  ‘  leonem  VOCablS  — 
‘  validum,  audacem,  fortem,  virorum  potentem'  Of  this  use 
of  eyxgure/ctf  we  have  an  example  in  Xenoph.  Cyrop .  lib.  viii. 
C.  i.  36:  ti\v  eyxgareiav  too  srovoug,  xcli  -^vyri,  xai  daXcrr,,  xai  X/^ov, 
xai  huvaeQou  ipeguv — <  the  power  of  enduring  both  labours, 
*  and  cold,  and  heat,'  &c.  The  Cod.  Guelf.  reads  exixgarnaiv 
for  tyxgctreiav  ( in  marg .  Schneider;)  and  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  verbs,  compounded  with  ev  and  em,  are  frequently  used 
in  the  same  sense ;  as,  eyygatpu,  emygcupu.  So,  Galen  says, 
ixixgarei  rye  8ig/ir}<;  7}  -^uy^ga — 4  cold  has  power  over,  or  over - 
‘  comes  heat.’ 

From  this  general  and  active  9ense,  those  words  became 
restricted  to  a  reflective  moral  sense,  signifying  4  self-coercion 
‘  or  control ,’  especially  of  temper ,  or  resentment ,  which  exer¬ 
cise  we  express  by  * forbearance Hence  Pollux  observes; 
T7]v  (fupgo tfi/vjjv,  aroXjaiav,  tjjv  <$'  eyxgare/av,  ava. vdgiav  oierai  (vi.  134), 
4  some  think  prudence  to  be  pusillanimity ,  and  forbearance , 
1  weakness  .’  This  sense  is  also  applicable  to  the  passage 
before  us,  as  also,  to  Gal.  v.  23. 

Finally  :  tyxga™ a  became  at  length  still  more  limited, 
and  was  applied  by  the  Christian  writers  to  signify,  self- 
restraint  from  sensual  and  voluptuary  passions  and  propen¬ 
sities,  viz.  temperance ,  continence,  and  chastity.  These  last , 
and  latest ,  are  the  only  senses,  in  which  the  word  is  known  to 
the  Theological  Reviewer:  “The  only  dominion ,”  he  says, 
“  which  this  word  implies,  either  in  Attic  or  Hellenistic 
“  Greek,  is  the  dominion  which  a  man  exercises  over  his  own 
“passions.  We,  at  least ,  have  never  seen  an  instance,” &c. 
Here  he  appeals  to  Hesychius  in  the  sixth  century,  Suidas  in  the 
twelfth ,  and  Suicer  in  the  seventeenth  ;  the  last  of  whom,  sup¬ 
plies  him  amply  with  the  ecclesiastical  Greek  of  the  Constanti- 
nopolitan  empire  :  “  tyxgureia,  eyxgartvo/MUi,  eyxgarriz :  1.  sumitur 
“  pro  ex quisita  diceta ,  quo  quis  in  vita  sua  utitur.  2.  sumitur 
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u  pro  refranatione  appetitus  omnium  rerum  malar um.  3.  spe- 
“  cialiter,  sumitur  pro  refrcenatione  pravarum  concupiscentia- 
“  rum ,  qua  impellunt  ad  pollutiones  et  scortationes.”  It 
will  be  plain  to  every  reflective  and  competent  judgment,  that 
the  sense  of  ‘  temperance ,’  is  wholly  foreign  to  the  triple  asso¬ 
ciation  here  selected  for  enforcement  by  St.  Paul  (Comp. 
Annot.  to  Gal.  v.  22). 

Ver.  26.  money  would  have  been  given  him.']  The  rec. 
text  has  absorbed  a  marginal  gloss  of  explanation,  unknown 
to  the  Codd.  Vat.  (Bentley),  Ephr.,  Alex .,  St.  Germ.,  &c.  viz. 
“  6*ro»;  ocutov — •*  that  lie  might  loose  him.'” 


CHAPTER  XXVI. 

Ver.  2S.  Art  thou  persuaded,  thou  wilt  soon  make  me  a 
Christian ?]  I  shewed,  in  the  former  Annotation  to  this 
passage,  that  the  earliest  MSS.  read  <xomecu,  where  th q  junior 
copies  have  substituted  ytvteOcu]  and,  therefore,  in  order  for 
the  context  to  accord  in  sense  with  that  ancient  reading,  that 
neifcis  will  reveal  itself  to  be  an  erroneous  conjunction  of 

/  e,  i.  e.  et ;  as  in  Matt.  xxvi.  53,  where  the  generality  of 
MSS.  read  hoy.at,  but  some  read  boxn  eon  proving  the  cause  of 
the  diversity  to  have  been  the  union  of  the  ordinary  compend 
of  the  pronoun  <ry,  in  all  its  inflections,  viz.  e  in  undivided 
uncial  writing— TTGieeiCXpCTIXNON.  The  primitive 
reading  will  therefore  have  been  :  tv  oX/yw  pt  irtiQtt  et  ypenavov 
natTtecu.  The  Theological  Critic ,  whose  only  principle  of  scrip¬ 
tural  criticism  is  to  retain,  at  all  hazards,  all  the  readings  of 
the  vulgar  text ,  and  of  ‘  K.  James's  translation ,’  thus  pre¬ 
sents  my  exposition  :  “  Now',  says  Mr.  P .,  only  detach  the 
“  final  5  from  midas  in  the  Vat.  text,  and  supply  a  dash  over 
“  the  e ,  and  then  we  shall  have  ntihi  e ,  which,  written  at 
“  length,  will  be  etttiu  et.”  I  wish  I  could  regard  this  pre¬ 
sentation  of  my  argument,  as  simply  flippant  and  erroneous, 
but  every  reader  must  perceive  in  it,  something  more ;  for,  I 
have  not  said  what  he  affirms  that  I  have  said ,  nor  any  thing 
that  can  fairly  and  truly  be  so  represented.  I  did  not  ground 
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my  criticism  on  the  word  irtt&ttg,  as  he  would  pretend,  but,  on 
the  reading  cro/jj  sat;  and,  if  he  is  unable  to  discern  by  the  testi¬ 
monies  adduced,  that  *oniacu  is  the  genuine  reading,  he  would  do 
well  to  cease  from  ‘  critical  experiments and  confine  himself  to 
his  professed  sciences.  I  shewed,  as  a  necessary  corollary  to 
the  reading  that  the  reading  oreitiug  (not  of  the  ‘  Vat* 

only,  but  ofaW  the  texts),  must  be  read,  #u$st  at.  He  further 
thus  proceeds,  as  an  arbiter  of  taste :  “  To  us,  it  appears  that, 
“  in  order  to  bear  the  sense  assigned  to  it  by  Mr.  P.,  the  pass- 
“  age  should  run  thus  —  tv  oX/yw  mtt&tt  <ft  yg ianavov  fit  voiyaai.** 
This  collocation  of  the  words  may  very  possibly  appear  pre¬ 
ferable  to  the  Reviewer;  but,  as  fit  bears  the  emphasis  of 
Agrippa’s  reply,  readers  of  any  rhetorical  sensibility  will  at 
once  perceive  another  instance  of  ‘  hyperbaton  and  will  feel, 
that — tv  o\iy<f)  ME  Kt/foi  at  yg ianavov  crotriaai,  is  a  more  probable 
order  for  Agrippa,  or  any  Greek  speaker  to  have  used,  than 
the  hobbling  measure  suggested  by  the  Reviewer’s  pedestrian 
notion  of  Greek  elocution. 


CHAPTER  XXVII. 

Ver.  37.  seventy  souls.]  See  former  A nnot. —  Numerical 
errors  in  copies,  were  so  familiar  to  the  ancients,  that  where 
Homer’s  vulgar  text  had  stated,  that  the  tides  ebb  and  flow 
three  times  in  the  day,  Strabo  readily  solved  the  difficulty, 
by  assuming  a  manuscriptural  error:  fin  rg/f,  aXXa  ra^a 
T7j5  ygapTjc  bi7}fLa.gr7ifxtvT,s.  (Strabo,  tom.  i.  p.  9,  ed.  Wolt.  fol.) 


CHAPTER  XXVIII. 

Ver.  3-5.  a  Viper  came  out  and  fastened  on  his  hand  — 
but  he  felt  no  harm .]  Two  interventions  of  the  divine 
power,  are  here  recorded  by  the  ocular  testimony  of  the 

1  E <rn  Ji  (t«  uftfUetrci)  n  vonfftu*  tx  rau  xtt<r  axaXavSixv  xucmtfiivu 

nett  ciom  £ag«*Trj£  tv* yuvtov  tfttdovt  xXr,6tera.Tet Hyperbola,  are  removals  of 
‘  words  or  thoughts  from  their  consecutive  order ,  and  are  certain  indications  of 
‘  excited  feeling.1  Longinus,  de  Subl.  s.  xxii.,  p.  55.  Toup. 
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historian,  Luke:  1st,  the  existence  of  a  Viper  in  the  island 
of  Malta,  at  the  moment  when  St.  Paul  had  just  landed 
from  his  shipwreck  :  2dly,  the  harmless  power  of  the  reptile’s 
bite,  on  that  apostle. 

A  reviewer  of  the  Monthly  Review  (of  vol.  xliv.  1804, 
p.  183),  caught  by  a  fugitive  vision  of  the  late  learned  but 
imaginative  Jacob  Bryant,  denied  the  inveterated  tradition  of 
the  locality  ascribed  to  that  shipwreck  ;  asserting  :  1 .  “  That 
Malta  lay  out  of  Paul's  track:" — the  falsity  of  which  posi¬ 
tion,  has  been  sufficiently  exposed  in  the  former  Annot.  to 
Acts,  xxviii.,  Conclusion ,  p.  506.  2.  “  That  it  does  not  har¬ 

bour  Vipers:" — which  position,  only  corroborates  the  histo¬ 
rian’s  relation.  3.  “  That ,  in  the  time  of  the  Romans,  the. 
“  inhabitants  could  not  be  represented  as  barbarians :" — a  pro¬ 
position,  revealing  consummate  ignorance  of  the  subject; 
since,  the  Romans  were  only  a  foreign  garrison  of  con¬ 
querors,  but  the  inhabitants  were  indigenous ;  and  were 
Arabian,  both  in  origin  and  language.  The  notoriety  of 
the  absence  of  all  Vipers  in  Malta,  can  alone  explain  the 
two  opposite  and  sudden  convictions  of  the  Maltese  specta¬ 
tors :  “When  the  natives  saw  the  beast,  they  said  among 
“  themselves,  —  Though  he  hath  escaped  the  sea,  vengeance 
“  svffereth  him  not  to  live: — but,  when  they  saw  no  harm 
“  happen  to  him  —  they  said,  That  he  was  a  God!" 

Ver.  23.  he  expounded  and  testified —  the  things  con¬ 
cerning  Jesus,  from  the  Law  of  Moses  and  from  the  Pro¬ 
phets;  from  Morning  till  Evening.']  That  *  Exposition  and 
‘  Testimony ,*  delivered  by  Paul  to  his  countrymen  at  Rome, 
in  their  Hebrew  tongue ,  but  translated  into  Greek  under 
his  inspection,  by  his  disciple  and  fellow-traveller  Luke, 
comprises  the  first  twelve  chapters  of  the  Treatise  called  the 
‘  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews the  last  of  which  twelve  chapters, 
is  followed  and  concluded  by  a  separate  or  thirteenth  chapter, 
written  in  Greek  by  Paul  himself  to  his  Hebrew  converts  in 
the  East;  transmitting  and  accompanying  the  whole  pre¬ 
ceding  '  Exposition which  now  finds  its  natural  station  as 
the  substance  of  the  following  book,  commonly  entitled, 
‘  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  ;  the  discussion  of  which  (we  are 
here  told),  engaged  the  Apostle  * from  Morning  till  Evening.' 
(See  ‘  Hebrews,’  Prefatory  Annotation .) 


ST.  PAUL’S  EXPOSITION  TO  THE 
HEBREWS  IN  ROME: 


RENDERED  INTO  GREEK  BY  LUKE. 
(Acts,  ssviii.  23.) 


PREFATORY  ANNOTATION. 

Pant^nus,  the  Stoic  philosopher,  (afterwards  the  head 
of  the  Christian  school  of  Alexandria  in  a.d.  180,)  the  earliest 
surviving  witness  of  this  Tract,  has  testified1 — rqv  crgog  'E/3 gaiovs 
emdrokw  IlauXou  fj/€v  «/»«/,  yeyga<p&ui  de  *E figaioig  'E/3gai’x?j  <pwflm 
Aovxav  de  aur?jv  /u,e0eg/Lt]vevd'jivra  exdovvcti  rote,  EXXtj <fiv — 

“  that,  the  Epistle  inscribed  to  the  Hebrews ,  was  written  to 
“  the  Hebrews  by  Paul ,  in  the  Hebrew  tongue;  but ,  that 
Luke  translated  it,  with  great  accuracy ,  to  impart  it  to  the 
“  Greeks."  —  “  Wherefore  (add9  Eusebius,  in  the  fourth 
“  century)  the  same  complexion  of  style  is  found ,  in  this 
Epistle  and  in  the  Acts." — 60ev  rov  cl-jtqv  xiura  wgitMoOcu  xara 
rr,v  eg/L7}ve/ai>,  tciuttjs  re  r?is  ecr/tfroXTjg,  zai  rw v  Kgccj'euv.  ( Eccl . 
Hist.  lib.  vi.  c.  14.)  The  authority  of  Pantaenus,  is  witnessed 
in  the  next  generation  by  his  eminent  auditor  and  disciple, 
Clemens  Alexandrious.  In  the  two  following  centuries,  spu¬ 
rious  rivals  were  raised  up  to  contest  the  genuine  title  of 
Pantaenus’s primitive  testimony;  which,  nevertheless,  remains 
unrivalled  and  unimpeachable.2 3 


1  <pn<ri  and  iXiyt  in  p.  273,  c.  14,  refer  to  their  distant  nominative,  ‘  Pantanus,' 

in  c.  13,  1.  14,  p.  271. 

3  TagaVw/xaiw*  rim*  eu  *afti£irai  rou  aroffroXev  ruy%a*ar — c  some  of  the  Homans 
‘do  not  think  it  a  work  of  the  Apostle.’  (Euseb.  ib.  p.  273 — not.)  “  Omnes 
(C  Graci  patres — uno  Caio ,  quo  Hieronymus  in  Catalogo  scribit,  excepto — hanc 
“  epistolam  receperunt  ut  Pauli nam.  Admonet  Eusebius  paulo  infra,  cap.  20, 
“  hanc  epistolam,  a  quibusdam  Romanis ,  Pauli  non  esse  agnitam  ;  quod  etiam  de 
“  sua  state  Hieronymus  testator :  at,  quotquot  fere  deinceps  aecuti  sunt,  earn 
“  pro  Paulinam  agnoverunt —  Dr.  Guel.  Estius,  Prolegom.  in  hanc  Epistolam. 
(G.  Estius,  c£lehre  Theol.  natif  de  Gorcum  de  Pane,  famille  d’Est,  Docteur  a 
Louvain,  en  1580.  Comment,  sur  tea  Ep.  de  St.  Paul,  1 709,  2  vol.  in  fol. 
(Lad  vocal.) 
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This  sacred  Tract,  contains  St.  Paul's  reply  to  the  Hebrews 
who  were  residing  in  Rome  at  the  moment  of  his  first  arrival 
in  that  city  :  lt  We  are  desirous  (said  they)  to  hear  from  thee , 
“  what  thou  thinkest :  for ,  as  to  this  secty  it  is  notorious  to  us, 
“  that  it  is  every  where  opposed  (Acts,  xxviii.  23).”  The  ori¬ 
ginal  of  this  expository  reply  to  that  question  (composed 
and  delivered  in  Hebrew ),  remained  among  that  people; 
but,  Paul  deemed  it  expedient  to  employ  his  disciple  and 
attendant  Luke,  to  translate  it  into  Greek,  for  the  benefit  of 
his  converted  adherents  in  the  East,  both  Jews  and  Greeks  : 
subjoining  some  further  suggestions,  arising  from  subse¬ 
quent  contingencies.  That  account  of  the  document,  fully 
explains  the  statement  of  Eusebius,  that  “  it  was  not  received 
“  by  many ;  for ,  it  was  rejected  by  the  Church  of  Rome,  as 
il  not  being  one  of  Paid's  genuine  epistles in  fact,  it  was 
not  properly  ‘  an  Epistle ,’  but  ‘  an  Exposition,  accompanying 
‘  an  Epistle ,’  nor  was  its  matter  addressed  to  the  general 
body  of  that  Church  ;  and  local  jealousies,  might  have  con¬ 
spired  to  cause  that  local  rejection. 

By  omitting  to  produce  the  primary  authority  of  Pan- 
taenu9,  and  by  inadvertently  beginning  his  critical  argu¬ 
ment  eleven  lines  lower  than  he  ought  to  have  commenced 
his  quotation,  a  learned  expositor  reverses  the  whole  pur¬ 
port  of  Clemens’  and  Eusebius’  testimonies;  making  those 
authorities  to  record,  the  very  contrary  to  that  which 
they  truly  record.  It  is  (as  I  before  was  constrained 
to  observe,  in  Annot.  Acts,  xxii.  2)  a  remarkable  over¬ 
sight  of  the  same  laborious  expositor,  that  although  Luke 
explicitly  relates,  that  Paul  delivered  this  discourse  in 
the  Hebrew  tongue  (the  matter  of  which,  Luke  imparts  in  a 
Greek  translation) ;  yet,  the  expositor  appeals  to  the  trans¬ 
lation,  as  to  the  original  words  of  Paul.  Whereas  it  has 
been  shewn,  that,  of  the  three  contexts,  Acts,  xxii.  5,  xxvi. 
11,  Ileb.  x.  29,  the  middle  one  only,  contains  Paul’s 
own  Greek  ;  and  that,  the  first,  and  the  last,  are  Luke's 
Greek  versions  of  PauFs  Hebrew  originals.  The  learned 
author  has  aspired  to  demonstrate,  by  his  own  critical  tact 
alone ,  after  a  lapse  of  1800  years  ;  that  a  simple  matter 
of  fact  (testified  by  an  unimpeachable  witness  within  180 
years  of  the  fact  in  question,)  is  not  true.  But,  a  disciple,  of 
the  same  nation  and  language  as  the  preceptor  ;  translating 
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the  preceptor’s  native  original  into  a  foreign  dialect  equally 
familiar  to  both ;  and  scrupulously  rendering  its  import, 
under  the  eye  and  correction  of  the  preceptor;  may  defy 
any  C Edipus  to  assign  the  actual  writer,  by  internal  evidence 
alone ,  especially,  after  such  an  interval  of  ages.1  It  is  by 
collateral  testimony  only,  that  the  fact  can  be  attained  ;  and, 
that  fact  has  been  clearly  demonstrated  by  an  unimpeachable, 
and  almost  contemporary  witness.  Had  Michaelis,  also,  duly 
combined  Luke’s  record  in  the  last  chapter  of  his  Acts  of  the 
Apostles,  with  Luke’s  Greek  version  of  Paul’s  exposition  to 
the  Hebrews,  (alluded  to  in  that  place,)  the  learned  German 
might  have  spared  himself  nearly  an  hundred  fruitless,  though 
elaborate  pages.  If  you  cannot  see  what  has  fallen  at  your 
feet ,  the  farther  you  seek  for  it,  the  less  hopeful  must  be  your 
search ;  and  such  has  been  the  case  of  these  two  (and  other) 
learned  aspirers,  in  their  abstruse  expositions. 

A  moment’s  reflection,  will  now  suffice  to  demonstrate: — 
First ,  that  Luke’s  ‘  Gospel '  and  his  4  Acts  of  the  Apostles, 
are  divisions  of  the  same  general  history ,  and  ought  never  to 
have  been  separated.  Secondly :  that  the  4  Epistle  to  the 
4  Hebrews '  contains,  as  it  were,  an  Appendix  to  the  last  of 
those  two  Tracts,  constituting  an  4  Exposition  of  the  general 
argument  referred  to  in  the  23d  verse  of  the  last  chapter  of 
that  Tract,  namely,  44  That  it  engaged  Paul,  from  morning  till 
44  evening,  in  Expounding  and  Testifying  the  kingdom  of  Gob  : 
“  and ,  endeavouring  to  persuade  them  of  the  things  concerning 
44  Jesus;  both  from  the  law  of  Moses,  and  from  the  Pno- 
44  phet9.”  Such,  is  the  argument  of  Paul’s  4 Epistle  to  the 
4  Hebrews ,’  compressed  in  that  summary  title ;  and  thus, 
Lukes  three  works  are,  as  it  were,  dove-tailed  into  each 
other;  the  first  and  second,  comprising  Lukes  History  of 
our  Lord's  Life  and  the  Infancy  of  his  Church ;  and  the 
second  and  third,  Paul's  Exposition  to  his  Hebrew  countrymen 
at  Rome,  recorded  by  the  same  Luke. 


1  “  Davus  ea,  non  (Edipus «” — Terent.  Andria ,  I.  ii.  23. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  3.  the  effulgence  of  his  glory. ]  wra.vyv.aij.a  tt\s  do^rj; 
aurov  :  this  designation  cannot  be  better  paraphrased,  than 
by  the  words  of  our  great  poet : 

“  —  of  the  eternal,  co-eternal  beam - 

Bright  effluence  of  bright  essence  increate 

this  exposition,  which  the  poet  does  not  apply  to  created 
light ,  is  applicable,  and  applicable  only,  to  that  Divine 
Light ,  with  propounding  which,  St.  John  opens  his  Gospel; 
which  also  was  the  *  Word  of  God,  without  whom  nothing 
1  was  created  that  has  been  created/ 

I  shall  take  this  opportunity  to  remark,  that  the  ‘  Nicene 
‘  Creed'  concluded,  originally,  with  an  anathematising  clausey 
of  the  same  character  as  those  incorporated  into  the  body  of 
the  Symbol  called  the  4  Athanasian  Creed /  44  Such,”  ob¬ 
serves  Jortin,  44  was  the  Nicene  Creed  as  it  stood  originally. 
44  Our  Church  hath  dropped  the  anathematising  clause  at  the 
44  end  ;  and  one  cannot  help  wishing,  that  the  Nicene  fathers 
“  bad  done  the  same.”  (Vol.  111.  p.  117.)  The  fathers  of 
our  Church  did  what  it  behoved  them  to  do,  in  that 
omission  ;  for,  as  they  introduced  the  Creed  into  our  liturgy 
for  general  public  expression,  it  was  not  the  function  of  the 
laity,  nor  even  of  the  clergy  generally,  to  pronounce  spiritual 
condemnation  or  censure.  It  is  therefore  greatly  to  be  la¬ 
mented,  that  the  same  parents  of  our  Church  did  not,  in 
consistency,  exclude  the  anathematising  clauses  from  the 
Athanasian  Creed.  The  presence  of  those  clauses ,  has 
always  given  much,  and  reasonable,  offence  to  many  pious 
minds  ;  and  has  ever  acted  injuriously  to  the  Creed  itself,  of 
which  they  do  not  form  an  integral  part.  It  is  therefore  to 
be  desired,  that  those  clauses  should,  even  at  this  late  hour, 
be  rejected  and  expunged  by  authority  ;  and  they  would  then 
leave  that  sublime  symbol  of  Christian  faith  (skilfully  con¬ 
structed  to  meet,  at  once,  all  the  chief  heresies  that  infested 
the  early  Church,)  thus  unobjectionable  to  every  orthodox 
Christian.  It  would  be  an  unskilful  and  a  culpable  expedient, 
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to  resort  to  the  alternative  of  suppressing  the  symbol  alto¬ 
gether.  (See  the  former  Annot.  to  Heb.  i.  3  ;  and  after,  the 
Annot .  to  1  John,  iv.  9.) 

Symbol  of  the  CATHOLIC  CHRISTIAN  F AIT  II. 

1  The  Catholic  Faitii,  is  this  :  That  we  worship  One  God  in 
Trinity,  and  the  Trinity  in  Unity  t1 

2  neither  confusing  the  Persons,  nor  dividing  the  Substance. 

3  For,  there  is  one  person  of  the  Father ;  another  of  the  Son  ; 
and  another  of  the  Holy  Spirit ; 

4  but,  the  Divine  Nature2  of  the  Father,  of  the  Son,  and  of  the 
Holy  Spirit,  is  One  and  the  Same:  the  Glory  equal,  the  Majesty 
co-eternal. 

5  Such  as  the  Father  is,  such  is  the  Son,  and  such  is  the  Holy 
Spirit. 

6  The  Father  uncreate,  the  Son  uncreate,  and  the  Holy  Spirit 
un create : 

7  The  Father  incomprehensible,3  the  Son  incomprehensible,  and 
the  Holy  Spirit  incomprehensible. 

8  The  Father  eternal,  the  Son  eternal,  and  the  Holy  Spirit 
eternal : 

9  and  yet,  they  are  not  three  eternals,  but  One  Etehnal; 

10  as  also,  they  are  not  three  incomprehensibles,  nor  three 
uncreate,  but  One  Uncreate,  and  One  Incomprehensible. 

1 1  So,  likewise,  the  Father  is  almighty,  the  Son  almighty,  and 
the  Holy  Spirit  almighty: 

12  and  yet,  not  three  almighties,  but  One  Almighty. 

13  So  likewise,  the  Father  is  God;  the  Son,  God;  and  the 
Holy  Spirit,  God : 

14  and  yet,  not  three  Gods,  but  One  God. 

15  So,  likewise,  the  Father  is  Lord;  the  Son,  Lord;  and  the 
Holy  Spirit,  Lord : 

16  and  yet,  not  three  Lords,  but  One  Lord. 

17  For,  as  we  are  compelled,  by  the  Christian  Truth,  to  acknow¬ 
ledge  each  separate  Person  to  be  God  and  Lord ; 

18  so  we  are  forbidden,  by  the  Catholic  Religion,  to  say,  There 
are  three  Gods,  or  three  Lords. 

19  The  Father,  is  made  from  none;  neither  created,  nor  be¬ 
gotten  : 

1  Matt.  xKviii.  19,  and  former  Annot. 

a  6uorns — 4  Godhead  ;  gods  flip  ;  divinity;  divine  nature.’  (Johnson.) 

3  *xtLraXTivros.  See  Chrysostom,  ap.  Suid.  v.  K^onrov,  tom.  i.  p.  305. 
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20  the  Son,  is  from  the  Father  alone;  not  made,  nor  created, 
but  begotten  : 

21  the  Holy  Spirit,  is  from  the  Father,1  and  the  Son;2  not 
made,  nor  begotten,  but  proceeding. 

22  So,  there  is  one  Father,  not  three  Fathers ;  one  Son,  not 
three  Sons ;  one  Holy  Spirit,  not  three  Holy  Spirits. 

23  And,  in  this  Trinity,  none  was  before  or  after,  none  is 
greater  or  less  than  another ;  but,  the  entire  three  Persons  are 
co-eternal,  and  equal ; 

24  so  that,  in  all  things,  as  hath  been  said,  both  the  Unity 
ought  to  be  worshipped  in  Trinity,  and  the  Trinity  in  Unity. 

25  Furthermore;  it  is  necessary,  to  believe  rightly  the  Incar¬ 
nation  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ : 

26  for,  the  right  faith  is.  That  we  believe  and  confess,  That 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  is  God  and  Man  : 

27  God,  of  the  Substance  of  his  Father,  begotten  before  the 
world ;  and  Man,  of  the  substance  of  his  mother,  born  in  the  world : 

28  perfect  God  ;  and  perfect  Man,  subsisting  of  a  reasonable 
soul  and  human  flesh : 

29  equal  to  the  Father,  as  to  his  Divine  Nature;  and  inferior 
to  the  Father,  as  to  his  human  nature : 

30  Who,  though  he  is  both  God  and  man,  is  yet,  not  two,  but 
One  Christ : 

31  One,  not  by  conversion  of  the  Divine  Nature  into  flesh,  but 
by  assumption  of  the  Human  Nature  unto  God  : 

32  One,  altogether,  not  by  confusion  of  Substance,  but  by 
Unity  of  Person. 

33  For,  as  the  reasonable  soul  and  the  flesh  are  one  man,  so, 
he  who  is  both  God  and  man,  is  one  Christ : 

34  Who  suffered  for  our  salvation ;  descended  to  the  grave ; 
and  rose  from  the  dead,  the  third  day. 

35  and  ascended  to  heaven,  and  sitteth  at  the  right  hand  of 
the  Father,  the  God  Almighty;  from  whence  he  will  come,  to 
judge  the  living  and  the  dead  : 

36  at  whose  coming,  all  men  will  rise  again,  and  give  account 
of  their  own  works  ; 

37  and  they  that  have  done  good,  will  go  into  life  eternal ; 
but,  they  who  have  done  evil,  into  eternal  fire. 

38  This,  is  the  Catholic  Faith!3 

'  In  essential  being.  John,  xv.  26.  s  In  effusion  on  the  Church.  If). 

3  Though  this  Creed  was  composed  in  Latin,  yet,  as  it  was  digested  by  the 
works  of  Athanasius,  and  so  translated  into  Greek,  I  have  referred  to  the  terms 
of  that  translation. 
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CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  9.  apart  from  God.']  0600 ; — I  stated  unre¬ 

servedly,  in  the  former  Annotation ,  p.  423,  that  (the  Vat., 
as  well  as)  every  other  known  MS.,  reads  yay n — ‘  by  the 
‘ grace, 9  in  this  place;  excepting  the  Cod.  53,  Wetst.,  which 
alone  reads  — 1  apart'  On  this  statement,  neverthe¬ 

less,  the  Theological  Reviewer  thus  observes,  **  It  happens, 
“  sometimes,  that  the  critic  is  tempted  to  rebel  against  the 
“  Vat.  MS.  itself:  among  other  instances,  his  allegiance  fails 
“  him  at  the  9th  verse  of  Heb.  ii.”  In  my  *  Expository 
1  Preface /  part  i.  §  34,  p.  49,  I  had  providently  and  dis¬ 
tinctly  stated,  that,  as  the  Vat.  MS.  pertained,  not  to  the 
first  but  to  the  fourth  century,  some  deviations  of  its  text, 
from  earlier  copies ,  might  reasonably  be  expected ;  which 
might  be  rectified,  by  the  testimony  of  still  more  ancient 
authorities ;  as  I  stated  at  pp.  4G5,  6,  in  I  John,  iv.  3,  where 
both  the  Vat.  and  the  recited  MSS.  read  6  w  ofioXoyu,  but 
where  the  still  earlier  copies  used  by  Socrates  in  the  fifth 
century  (now  long  since  perished),  read  6  Xvtt  (Euseb.  H.  E. 
lib.  vii.  c.  32).  My  *  allegiance '  to  the  Vat.  MS.,  therefore, 
was  expressly  declared  to  be  subject  to  ‘  more  ancient  au - 
‘  thority;  which  I  produced.  I  therefore  said  :  “  In  the  very 
tl  rare  instances,  in  which  I  have  deemed  it  obligatory  to 
“  depart  from  the  readings  of  that  MS.  (Vatican),  I  have 
“  fully  assigned  the  reasons  in  the  annotations.”  Had  I 
rejected  the  Vat.,  for  z.  junior  authority,  my  censurer  might 
have  warrantably  said,  that  I  rebelled  against  it;  but,  he 
was  careful  to  keep  out  of  sight  my  exposition  on  this  point : 
exhibiting,  throughout  bis  whole  Article ,  the  animus  of  a 
party-voter ,  who,  finding  his  favourite  candidate  sorely 
pressed,  deems  himself  secularly  justified  in  relaxing  the 
strict  rules  of  moral  obligation  toward  his  opponent. 


CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  24.  let  us  attend  to.]  xaravoufiev:  —  This,  is  the 
reading  of  every  Manuscript.  Scholz,  however,  opposes  to 
that  unanimity,  his  solitary  dissent:  “  zaraxwciu,  Conjectur. 
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(he  adds)  —  Try  xaraxovau.''  Now,  the  former  verb,  is 
used  41  rimes  in  the  O.  and  N.  Gr.  T. ;  but,  the  latter  is 
not  found  in  existence  in  any  Greek  writing.  Sacred  or  Pro¬ 
fane.  It  appears  to  be,  indeed,  in  one  single  instance,  in  the 
Hippolytus  of  Euripides  (line  823  of  Invernezius,  829  of 
Brunk,  and  821  ofMusgrave);  but,  on  that  solitary  occa¬ 
sion^  Stephens  adds  this  caution  (  Thes .  Gr.),  “  nisi  prava  ha>c 
u*lectio  est  pro  xaraxoxa — unless  it  is  a  corrupted  reading  for 
“  xaraxocra.”  Such,  is  Scholz’s  “  Conjecture  Such  trifling 
with  texts  and  readings,  might  possibly  be  tolerated  in 
profane  criticism  ;  but,  it  is  very  far  otherwise  in  aspiring 
to  discharge  the  office  of  *  steward  of  the  mysteries  of  God' 
It  is  deeply  to  be  regretted  (as  I  have  already  had  occasion  to 
remark,  p.  49,)  that  Schulz  did  not  complete  the  second 
volume  of  his  edition  and  notes  of  the  Gr.  N.  T. ;  but  was 
induced  to  negotiate  the  property  of  his  own  manuscripts, 
with  his  near  namesake  and  junior ,  Scholz  ;  the  latter  of 
whom  has,  by  that  means,  acquired  the  transfer  of  the  honour 
of  his  se/nor’s  earlier  achievements,  and  has  embodied  them 
with  his  own,  undistinguishably,  suppressing  the  name  of  the 
former  possessor.1 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  36.  were  pierced  through ]  txigOriffav : —  On  this 
reading,  Koatchbull  observes :  (<  a  mode  of  death  so  noto- 
“  rious,  that  it  i9  not  credible  that  the  apostle  should  have 
“  passed  it  over,  in  enumerating  the  several  kinds  of  deaths, 
“  which  Christians  in  those  times,  and  formerly  the  pro- 
“  pliets,  suffered  on  account  of  their  faith  ;  among  which 
“  kinds,  Nicephorus  and  Eusebius  specify,  1  piercing  through 
‘  the  entrails  with  stakes'  This  action,  Favorinus  calls 


1  “  Audi  congesserunt  (aaya  Scholz ,  Proleg.  p.  xxvi.),  pr*ter  Afillium  et 
JVetstenium,  J.  A.  Bengelius,  C.  F Matlh&i,  P.  C.  A  Her  U3,  And.  Birchius, 
J.  J.  Griesbachius ,  aliiq. :  to  which  he  adds,  in  a  note  (/)  :  “  Knittelivs,  Tres - 
“  cAot>ii£9,  Doederleinius ,  Michaelis,  Euchornius,  Georgius ,  Bodius ,  Slorrius, 
“  IVhitius,  Adlerus1  Woidius,  Munsterus,  Hugius ,  Papalbaumius,  Zahnius , 
‘£  Dermont ,  al. — but,  he  omits  his  predecessor,  D.  David  Schulz  (Berolini), 
to  whose  elaborate,  but  unassuming  volume  I  was  under  great  obligation,  for 
three  years  before  Scholz's  splendid  edition  saw  the  light. 
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44  awmuikiHntjuv,  adding,  4  formerly  they  pierced  malefactors 
4  through  the  back,  with  a  stake,  as  fishes  are  spitted  on 
4  skewers  to  be  roasted.’"  The  rec.  reading,  eve i$aa8r,<jav — 
4  were  tempted ,*  condemns  itself,  in  this  place. 


CHAPTER  XII. 

Ver.  23.  of  the  first-born."]  vecitroroxuv,  sub.  ex  rm  vexguv — 
1 from  the  dead ,’  as  expressed  in  Col.  i.  18:  4  the  dead  in 
4  Christ ,’  will  rise  first  —  avctffr7)ffovTou  vgurov  (1  Thess.  iv.  4  : 
Gr.  iv.  16) :  4  This  is  the  first  resurrection * — airn  r\  avaarumc 
7)  vguTT)  (Rev.  xx.  5).  These,  our  Lord  emphatically  calls,  in 
Luke,  xx.  36,  the  •*  children  of  the  resurrection " — rrt$  avam<- 
cfewg  t iioi.  The  apostle  here  speaks,  prospectively,  of  the  future 
and  final  establishment  of  4  the  kingdom  of  God ,  and  of  His 
4  Christ  ;*  whose  redeemed  subjects  are  4  enrolled  in  heaven* 
—  c v  ougavoig  avoy6ygu//,/j,evoit  and  their  names,  like  those  of 
44  Clemens ,  and  his  fellow-labourers,"  already  4  written  in  the 
4  Book  of  Life .*  Philipp,  iv.  3.  44  Hinc  patet,  non  ideo  quia 
44  in  coelis  descripli  sunt,  ipsos  non  esse  in  ccelis:  sunt  tamen 
44  descripti  etiam,  ut  nomina  eorum  olim  publice  citentur: — 
44  per  alteros  ducitur  agmen  beatorum,  per  alteros  clauditur." 
(Benge),  Gnomon,  tom,  ii.  p.  1129.) 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  1.  Wherefore,  receiving  a  kingdom,  &c  ]  Here 
Paul,  having  concluded  the  foregoing  Hebrew  4  Exposition* 
to  hi9  unconverted  countrymen  in  Rome  {translated  into 
Greek  by  Luke),  commences  a  short  accompanying  letter  to 
his  converted  Jewish  disciples  in  Greece  and  Asia  Minor ; 
written  by  himself  in  Greek.  But,  the  last  two  chapters 
having  been  misapprehended,  they  have  been  erroneously 
distributed.  Read,  and  divide  the  chapters,  thus : 

c.  xii. 

28  — —  that  the  things  that  will  not  be  shaken,  may  continue. 

c.  xiii. 

1  Wherefore,  receiving  a  kingdom  that  cannot  be  shaken,  &c. 
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Ver.  23.  I  have  written  to  you,  only  in  few  words.']  xcu 
yag  dia  ecrtm/X a  Ifiiv — namely,  in  this  last  chapter, 

accompanying  the  preceding  copious  1  Exposition .’  Such, 
is  the  simple  explanation  of  this  short  letter  of  Paul ;  but, 
from  not  seizing  its  import,  learned  annotators  have  troubled 
the  clear  water.  “  Paucis  pro  copia  rerum  f  says  Bengel ; 
and,  to  the  same  purport,  Burton,  Bloomfield,  and  Trollope. 

Whereas,  Paul  only  writes  a  short  Greek  letter ,  to  accom¬ 
pany  a  transcript  of  Luke’s  Greek  translation  of  his  ( PauVs ) 
Hebrew  original  Commentary.  Through  the  same  ancient 
misapprehension,  the  separation  of  the  last  two  chapters,  xii. 
and  xiii.,  has  been  erroneously  assigned. 

Ver.  24.  Timothy,  is  released  ;  whom,  if  he  go  shortly, 
I  will  see,  if  God  permit.]  There  is  no  passage  more  tho¬ 
roughly  depraved,  than  that  of  the  common  reading  in  this 
place ;  which  makes  Paul  express  his  speedy  return  to 
Greece ,  when  he  was  only  just  arrived  from  thence ,  to  make 
a  long  residence  in  Italy.  Our  vulgar  translation  reads  : 
“  Know  ye,  that  our  brother  Timothy  is  set  at  liberty;  with 
“  whom,  if  he  come  shortly,  I  will  see  you  the  received 
Gr.  text ,  is  thus  ,  yivuaxen,  rev  abtK<pov  T.  arro\tkj[Mevov,  //.ed’  ov 
(lav  rayjov  e*%i;rai)  o-^o/xa/  vpag.  A ff-affasde  tavrag. 

It  is  very  apparent,  that  the  primitive  reading  was  written 

thus  :  y/vatfxere  rev,  ad.  T.  ar7o\s\v,uivov'  ov,  //.era  Qtov,  lav  rayjov 
loyyrai,  o4/o/ta/.  'T flag  aenutiaGbi,  Kuvrctg  r.  jj.  £/.,  xai  rravrag 
r.  a.:  —  The  pronoun  ov,  having  been  absorbed  into  the 
termination  of  the  final  ov  of  the  preceding  participle,  a<ro- 
XeXufLevov — / Lira  foov,  having  been  abridged  into  fitQ*  ol  —  and 
i>fLug ,  of  the  following  sentence ,  having  been  inconsiderately 
joined  to  the  end  of  th e  preceding  sentence  —  have  concurred 
to  produce  all  those  sphalmata  of  the  received  readings. 
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TO  TIIE  ROMANS 
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r REVELATION 

JOHN . <  GENERAL 

IrERSON  AL - TWO. 


JUDE 


GENERAL' 


ST.  PAUL. 


ROMANS. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  21.  when  ye  were  the  servants  of  Sin ,  ye  were  free 
from  the  service  of  Justification .]  The  antithesis ,  with  which 
the  verses  18  and  21  are  constructed,  appears  to  bear  some¬ 
thing  of  sarcasm.  It  has  been  shewn,  in  the  foregoing  Annot. 
to  Matt.  iii.  15,  that,  of  the  two  very  different  senses, 

1  justitia  and  justificatio' — ‘  righteousness  and  justification 
(which  words  have  been  indiscriminately  mingled  in  our 
common  English  version,)  the  latter  only  is  tlie  true  sense  in 
which  it  is  intended  here  by  St.  Paul. 

Ver.  16,  18,  21-23.  “  Know  ye  not,  that  ye  are  the 
“servants  of  him,  whichever  ye  obey?  Whether  of  Sin , 
“  unto  Deaths  or  of  Obedience ,  unto  Jiistification.  When  ye 
“  were  freed  from  the  service  of  Sin,  ye  became  the  servants 
“  of  Justification ;  for,  while  ye  were  the  secants  of  Sin ,  ye 
“  were  freed  from  the  service  of  Justification.  What  fruit 
“  had  ye,  then,  from  those  things?  for,  the  end  of  those 
“  things  is  Death.  Cut  now,  being  freed  from  the  service  of 
“  Sin,  and  become  servants  to  God,  ye  have  your  fruit  unto 
“  Eternal  Life."]  St.  Paul,  here  calls  in  the  inspired 
Psalmist,  to  establish  this  position:  4  There  is  none  righteous , 
4  no,  not  one  ;  there  is  none  that  doeth  good ,  no,  not  one  !’: 
but,  he  adds  this  lucid  and  sustaining  exposition  —  ‘  but ,  they 
1  are  justified  freely  by  grace,  through  redemption  by  Christ 
4  Jesus.'  (Rom.  iii.  10,  12,  24.) 

This  point  being  thus  incontestably  established,  it  is 
surprising  that  the  terms  *  righteous  and  justified *  could 
ever  have  been  confounded,  and  used  as  synonymous,  lie, 
who  1  is  righteous '  absolutely,  cannot  *  be  justified ,'  or 
rendered  more  righteous:  he,  who  ‘  is  justified,’  can  only  he 
righteous  relatively,  that  is,  by  his  justification ;  and  his 
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righteousness  ought  never  to  be  understood  absolutely ,  but 
alu:ays  with  the  expression  or  implication  of  his  qualification, 
of  release  from  the  penalty  of  Sin.  It  is,  by  the  omission  and 
oblivion  of  that  essential  qualification ,  that  so  much  spiritual 
pride  has  been  engendered  in  the  Church,  by  assuming  and 
appropriating  the  absolute  quality  of  righteousness,  in  place 
of  the  relative ;  which  last,  must  necessarily  inspire  the  pro¬ 
found  est  humiliation.  (See  Annot.  above,  to  Matt.  iii.  15.) 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  28.  God,  maketk  all  things  to  work  together.']  rravra 
auvegye/  6  0eo$ :  —  not,  'all  things,  work  together  *  as  in  our 
version.  I  shewed,  in  the  former  Annotation  to  this  pass¬ 
age,  that  this  is  the  genuine  reading  of  the  most  ancient  MS. 
the  Vat.,  and  also  of  the  Alex.;  it  is  so  cited,  also,  by  Origen, 
with  the  nominative ,  6  &eog ;  I  therefore  rendered  rswtgyu,  tran¬ 
sitively.  The  Theological  Reviewer ,  however,  thus  launches 
forth  in  castigation  of  my  version  :  —  “  Most  certainly"  he 
says,  “  that  version  is  in  audacious  defiance  of  Greek !  We 
“  believe  it  would  be  very  difficult  indeed ,  to  produce  an 
“  instance  from  any  writer ,  sacred  or  profane,  in  which 
“  ffuvegye/v  is  used  in  a  transitive  sense.  It  always  signifies 
“  to  ‘  co-operate  ;*  and  never  (that  we  have  seen),  to  com- 
“  pel  the  co-operation  of  other  persons  or  things.  Mr.  P., 
“  however,  seems  to  have  been  comfortably  free  from  all 
“  misgivings.  He  tells  us,  very  coolly ,  that  eun^ytt  governs 
,l  rravra  in  the  accusative ;  as  if  it  were  an  indisputable 
“  matter,  that  the  verb  might  be  used  transitively ,  or  not , 
“  just  as  the  context  might  seem  to  require .  But,  any 
Cl  scholar  could  tell  him ,  that,  if  0eo$  is  to  be  the  nominative 
“  to  awigyet,  xavra  must  be  governed  by  some  word  under- 
“  stood,  such  as  ug  or  xara.  And  then,  the  sense  will  be  that 
“  which  appears  to  have  been  adopted  by  the  Syriac  and 
“  Ethiopic  translators:  God,  in  all  things ,  works  together 
“  with  those  that  love  him,  for  good.”  But,  the  Critic  here 
becomes  nebulous;  and  does  not  discern,  that  both,  in  my 
1  Vatican '  reading — ‘God  maketh  all  things  to  work,'  and,  in 
his  own  alleged  Syr.  and  Eth.  readings  (see  his  Hebrew  above, 
p.  23) — lGod,  in  all  things,  works  together  with,  Oeog  is  the 
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nominative  of  truvegyci ;  whereas,  in  the  received  text ,  and  in  our 
authorised  version,  zavra — 4  all  things is  made  the  nominative 
of  ffuvegye/.  I  have  here  emptied  out  the  Reviewer  s  cornucopia 
of  indignation,  at  my  transitive  translation  of  <tu vegyei,  in  this 
place:  I  shall,  now,  follow  my  own  track. 

The  sentence  before  us,  is  congenial  in  structure  with 
that  of  Roin.  xi.  31,  ovyexXf /<rev  6  Oeog  roug  zavrag  eig  ctmiduav  — - 
4  conclusit  Reus  omnes  in  incredulitate  —  God  hath  compre - 
*  hended  all  in  unbelief:’  so  here,  vavra  awegyei  6  Oeog  ug 
(tyuOov  — 4  concludit  Reus  omnia  in  honum  —  God  combines ,  or 
4  makes  all  things  to  combine,  for  good,  to  them  that  love 
4  him.’ — 44  awegyu,  concludo,  in  unvm  concludo (Stepli.  Th. 
Gr.)  :  44  <ruvtpyuf  ouveegyv,  avmoyji,  concludo ,  colligo  —  awBgyuOov, 
44  ffimaXe/ou.”  (Damm.  Lex.  p.  80G.)  In  Hesychius,  tom.  i. 
p.  431,  we  find  cuvBgyov  and  auvsBgy ov,  a-zegyov  and  acmoyov, 
written  indifferently  in  the  copies ;  where  Alberti  remarks, 
44  Similis  simplicis  et  duplicis  e  est  permutatio.”  ffuveeoyov, 
6  ei rrt  sumgyov,  ffuve8BS/io‘jv.  Eustnth.  p.  1G37,  59.  Here,  then, 
tuveeye/  is  a  transitive  verb ,  like  cw/Xuat.  It  was  early  mis¬ 
taken  for  the  intransitive  verb  mmgyew — 4  co-operor,'  which 
is  the  only  form  given  by  Parkhurst,  in  his  4  ±Y.  T.  Lex.,' 
and  which  is  now  mistaken  by  the  theological  critic ;  and, 
to  that  misapprehension  we  easily  trace  the  mutilation  which 
the  original  passage  has  sustained,  by  the  rejection  of  the 
proper  agent ,  6  Qeog.  None  of  these  things,  however,  had  in¬ 
truded  themselves  into  the  self- reposing  mind  of  the  Theo¬ 
logical  Reviewer ,  who  was  not  aware  of  any  thing  more  in 
the  form  aungyu,  than  that  of  twegyeT,  the  third  pers.  sing, 
pres,  of  the  circumflex  verb,  truvegyBu/ —  4  co-operor and  who 
had  not  discovered  (to  return  him  his  own  w’ords),  44  what 
44  any  scholar  could  tell  him,"  that  many  words,  and  accepta¬ 
tions  of  words,  which  have  long  fallen  into  disuse  in  a  metro¬ 
politan  society,  are  still  retained  in  use  in  distant  provinces : 
of  confusions  of  a  similar  nature,  we  shall  find  other  examples, 
in  the  words  jjXtj/^os,  1  Cor.  vii.  25,  and  ytwri,  in  James,  iii.  G. 

It  will  be  well  here  to  observe,  that  the  act  of  co-operating 
with  man,  is  nowhere  ascribed  to  God,  by  the  sacred  w  riters, 
with  the  words  ffuvegyog,  ffuvBgyeu;  which  words,  always  suppose 
equality  or  similarity  of  nature  in  the  agent9.  Gbou  ea hbv 
evngym,  1  Cor.  iii.  9,  docs  not  mean,  4  we  arc  labourers 
4  together  with  God,'  (as  our  English  translation  very  itn- 
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properly  renders*  following  Wiclif's  translation  in  1380, 
from  the  Latin — “.Dei  sum  us  adjutores ”  —  ice  ben  the 
helpers  of  God,)  hut,  ‘  we  (Paul  and  Apollos)  are  joint- 
*  labourers  for  God;'  and  therefore  Tyndale  rendered,  with 
more  skill,  1  ice  are  Goddis  labourers which  rendering  was 
continued  in  the  first  authorised  English  version,  until  King 
James's  criticism  called  back  the  erroneous  translation  of  the 
Latin.  (See  after,  Annot.  to  2  Cor.  iii.  and  iv.)  The  verb 
cuveoy ecu,  is  indeed  once  applied  in  the  former  sense  to  our 
Lord,  in  the  received  text;  but,  it  is  in  the  spurious  supple¬ 
ment  to  St.  Mark’s  Gospel,  xvi.  20  (Gr.),  and  serves  to 
testify  the  lateness  of  that  interpolation. 

Ver.  32.  will  forgive  us  all  things.]  ya^arai: — our  com¬ 
mon  version  renders  1  give;  Wiclif  rendered  '  ghaf'  {gave), 
from  the  modern  Lat.  Vulg.  ‘  donavit .’  But,  the  older  Lat. 
vers.,  quoted  by  Tertullian,  read,  “  quomodo  et  non  cum  illo 
“  omnia  condonavit  nobis  ?”  ( Contr .  Gnost.  c.  vii.)  It  is  to  be 
observed,  that  the  Lat.  has  the  past  tense,  whereas  the 
Greek  texts  have  the  future;  but  I  apprehend,  that  this 
difference  arose  merely  from  the  indiscriminate  employment 
of  the  labial  elements  b  and  v ,  pointed  out  in  some  Latin  MSS. 
by  Gesner  ( Thes.  Lat.  B.) ;  and,  that  the  *  condonavit 5  of  Ter¬ 
tullian,  intended  ‘  condonabit' — <rw  avry  —  *  with  Him '  The 
following  verses  shew,  that  this  general  amnesty  is  the  conjoint 
act,  of  the  Father  and  the  Son. 


CHAPTER  XI. 

Ver.  6.  since,  a  work  is  not  a  grace.]  exti  ro  egyov  ovxtn 
ya • — u  If,”  argues  St.  Paul,"  the  remnant  (here  foreshewn) 
'*  are  to  be  chosen  by  a  rule  of  favour ,  it  will  not  be  as  a 
“  reward  for  works  performed ;  but,  if  it  is  to  be  chosen  by 
“  a  rule  of  retribution  for  works  meritoriously  performed, 
tl  then  it  is  not  a  favour ;  for,  a  work  or  service  so  per- 
"  formed,  is  not  a.  favour,  but  a  recompense .”  On  reviewing 
the  reading  of  the  Vat.  MS.,  I  find,  that  it  omits  the  rec.  ean, 
after  cuxtn.  As  the  Theological  Reviewer's  stricture  on  this 
passage  only  comprises  his  own  personal  dissent,  which  I  do 
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not  find  fortified  with  any  sound  support;  I  shall  only  refer 
the  reader  to  my  former  annotation,  and  to  the  previous 
Annot.  to  c.  vi.  21  of  this  tract,  with  reference  to  Ps.  xiv.  3, 
and  c.  iii.  10. 


CHAPTER  XII. 

Ver.  20.  heap  coals  of  fire.]  The  diversity  of  the  exposi¬ 
tions  devised  for  this  passage,  is  not  a  little  surprising;  since 
it  simply  means,  that,  in  rendering  a  beneficial  service  to  one 
who  has  done  you  an  injury,  you  kindle  a  sense  of  self- 
reproach  and  remorse  in  his  breast,  sharp  as  the  burning  of 
fire ;  and  thus  take  a  holy  vengeance,  salutary  to  the  indi¬ 
vidual  himself,  “  overcoming  evil  with  good;"  as  is  fully 
exposed  in  the  next  verse. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  1.  those  that  are,  are  subject  to  that  of  God.]  The 
Vat.  IMS.  reads,  a!  8s  ovffai,  vxo  rov  Otou  rtTayfLtvai  s iffiv: — 
The  whole  clause  is  wanting  in  the  Cod.  Ephr.  or  C.  The 
Codd.  A,D,E,F,  G,  omit  to u,  which  the  received  text  retains. 
It  would  appear,  that  we  are  either  to  understand  rr,v  igouovav, 
after  Oto,  as  in  Luke,  vii.  8,  syta  av9g.  ufu  i>rro  e%ou<nav  revstso- 
ptvog;  or,  that  the  text  originally  stood,  vero  rr,v  ©eou :  an  ab¬ 
breviation  of  rr,v  having  been  mistaken  for  rov — “ -f,  t,  t-,  et 
u  similiat  non  difficulter  inter  se  commutantur .”  Canter. 
Pref.  p.  59. 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

Ver.  22.  Timothy ,  my  fellow-labourer ;  Lucius,  J.  and  S. 
my  Kinsmen.]  truvsgyog —  uvyyevsig :  —  St.  Paul  makes  these 
distinctions,  because,  the  first  was  gentile  by  paternal  blood  ; 
whereas,  tiie  three  others,  were  Jewish  by  their  whole  blood. 
— Aoyx/os,  Lukias,  Lat.  term.,  Lukas,  Or.  term.  {Engl.  Luke.) 
See  Col.  iv.  12;  Philem.  22;  also  Annot.  above,  toActs,xiii.  1. 
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Ver.  10.  that  ye  be  perfectly  united ,  in  the  same  mind , 
and  in  the  same  ojrinion.']  The  absolute  necessity  of  ‘  perfect 
‘  unity,'  which  St.  Paul  so  passionately  implores,  was  thus 
wisely  enforced  by  a  late  experienced  contemporary. 
“  Here  1  may  just  remark,  upon  the  desirableness  of 
“  every  (Christian  ministerial)  society  having  a  distinct 
11  sphere  of  labour  among  a  heathen  people.  Much  as 
“  I  should  rejoice  in  being  associated  with  an  Epis- 
“  copalian ,  a  Baptist ,  or  a  Methodist  brother,  who  did 
“  not  attach  primary  importance  to  secondary  objects,  yet, 
“  the  interests  of  every  mission,  especially  in  the  first  stages 
“  of  its  progress,  seem  to  me  to  require  another  line  of  con- 
“  duct.  The  natives,  though  comprehending  but  very  im- 
“  perfectly  our  objects,  would  at  once  discern  a  difference 
u  in  the  modes  of  worship  ;  and  their  attention  wrould,  of 
“  necessity,  be  divided  and  distracted.  Being,  also,  of  an 
“  inquisitive  disposition,  they  would  demand  a  reason  for 
“  every  little  deviation,  which  would  lead  to  explanations, 
“  first  from  the  one  party,  and  then  from  the  other  ;  and 
“  thus,  evils  would  arise,  which  otherwise  might  never  have 
(t  existed. — I  do  therefore  sincerely  hope,  that  the  directors 
“  or  conductors  of  missionary  societies  will  be  ever  ready,  in 
“  this  way,  to  sacrifice  denominational  peculiarities  to  the 
“  great  object  of  their  institution,  —  namely,  to  send  the 
“ glorious  Gospel  of  the  blessed  God  to  the  heathen:"  (John 
Williams’s  Narrative  of  Missionary  Enterprises  in  the  South 
Sea  Islands,  p.2G0,  and  Pref.  p.  xix. :)  —  that,  the  different 
converts  of  the  Islands  may  not  be  seduced  to  say,  “  /  am  of 
“  Luther,  but  I  of  Calvin ,  but  I  of  Rome"  but,  may  say  with 
St.  Paul  —  “  but,  I  am  of  Christ!”  (1  Cor.  i.  12,  13.) — 
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Since  this  Note  was  written,  the  faithful  author  of  that  work 
has  been  called  upon  to  shed  his  blood,  on  the  heathen 
theatre  to  which  he  had  dedicated  his  life  and  service. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  25.  as  one  who  is  bound  by  the  Lord  to  be  faithful .] 
The  words  TjXerj/xgvos  uiro  Kug/ou  rnffT o$  eivai,  found  in  all  the 
copies,  have  given  constant,  but  fruitless  labour  to  expo¬ 
sitors,  in  their  endeavours  to  extract  from  them,  by  various 
modes  of  ingenious  violence,  an  adequate  and  intelligible 
sense ;  as  may  be  seen  in  the  notes  of  Mack  night,  and 
Bloomfield.  The  Theological  Reviewer  says,  that  I  am 
“  extremely  dissatisfied  with  the  expression  which  all  the 
“  copies,  with  provoking  uniformity,  ascribe  to  the  Apostle.” 
If  he  is  satisfied  with  it,  as  it  stands  in  the  text,  he  is  a 
singularity.  He  adds:  “  It  appears  to  Us ,  that  the  expres- 
“  sion  is  elliptical — of,  u<trt  vhstoc  aval,  or,  perhaps,  tic  to 
“  rriaroc  ttwrf'  which  suggestion,  Dr.  Bloomfield  had  pro¬ 
posed  in  his  note  on  the  passage,  five  years  before:  but, 
both  are  insufficient  to  afford  any  healing  sense  to  the  cor¬ 
ruption  of  the  received  reading.  I  readily  acknowledge  the 
justness  of  the  Reviewer  s  censure  of  the  reading  iyov/Levoc 
(which  I  had  suggested),  which  is  as  untenable  as  his  own ; 
but,  his  correction  has  only  made  me  apply  a  more  earnest 
attention  to  the  passage.  From  the  preceding  universal 
failures ,  we  are  fully  warranted  to  infer,  that  the  Apostle’s 
own  word  in  this  place  was  not  riXtiHitvoc ;  and  we  have 
now,  therefore,  to  search  for  the  word  which  he  most 
probably  used. 

That  word ,  will  appear  to  have  been  no  other  than  the 
pret.  participle  pass,  of  the  verb  eiXeu — siXiyuvos — ‘  astrictus 
‘  — bound,'  written  r}X7ifttvos,  and  differing  from  the  rec, 
reading  TjXgjj/xgvGs,  only  by  an  inerudite  insertion  of  an  t  into 
the  latter  word  ;  as  in  yuwn,  for  ye in  James,  iii.  6,  as 
will  be  found  in  that  place.  “  The  most  striking  ortho- 
“  graphical  errors  (observes  Michaelis,  as  cited  above)  arc 
“  those  called  itacisms ,  which  confound  e/,  n>  /,  at,  e,  <£rc." 


122 


SUPPLEMENTAL  ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  VII. 


Those  differences,  however,  are  not  always  errors ;  but,  are 
often  dialectic  variations,  of  which  we  have  a  notable  exam¬ 
ple  in  the  verb  now  before  us,  which  is  written  variously, 
tiXtofLou,  eiXo/iui,  £/XXo/xa/,  /Xo/xa/,  fXXo/xa/,  and  signifying1,  ‘  cogor 

*  —  vincior  —  astringor,’  to  be  ‘  compelled  —  bound  —  con - 

*  strained in  the  preterit,  ziXiyuvog.  Proclus  (Plato,  Tim. 
p.  530,  E.)  explains  the  present  participle  in  its  form  AXo/xevos, 
by  G^iyyofttvog,  evvtyofLivog —  *  astrictus,  cohibitus :  ’  Suidas,  by 
fco/tc uopevog  —  ‘  vine t us,  bound.'  Ruhnkenius,  in  his  note  on 
i\\otj,ivrtv  (Tim.  Lex.  p.  70),  observes,  “  e/Xo/xevtjv,  hoc  in  loco 
“  (Platonis)  legit  Galenus  —  adstringendi  ei  tribuens  no- 
iC  tionem :  —  Deinde,  iWofizv^v  an  e/Xou/xevtjv  eligeris,  nihil 
“  admodum  proficies,  propterea  quod  inter  iXXeiv  et  e/Xe/v 
u  nullum  significandi  discrimen  est :  ut  vana  sit  veterum 
“  grammaticorum,  haec  anxie  distinguentium,  diligentia.” 
He  then  cites  the  following  passage  from  a  private  commu¬ 
nication  from  Hemsterhusius  :  “  Equidem  existimo,  t\e,v, 
“  tTkeiv,  eXXe/v,  tiXe/v,  /Xe/v,  '/XXeiv,  nihil  inter  se  discrepare,  si 
u  primam  significandi  radicem  spectes,  quae  sita  est  in  vol- 
“  vendo.  —  Hinc,  aliae  notationura  propagines  enascuntur, 
‘  volvendi,  stringendi,  torquendi,’  ex  quibus  fere  quicquid 
“  inde  fluit,  quod  valde  multiplex  est,  expediri  potest.  Hae 
“  form®,  tam  simplices  quam  composite,  crebro  commu- 
“  tantur,  e.  g.”  &c.  Herodotus  uses  the  verb,  compounded 
with  aero,  in  the  sense  of  ‘  astrictus  — atruXuv  zig  avayzui^v — 
ig  ccvayr.aiTjv  arruX^devrag  (lib.  viii.  p.  670,  Wesseling).  “  Hero- 
“  dotea  locutio  (says  Portus)  q.  d.  in  necessitatem  involvere, 
“  vel,  in  necessitate  implicarc :  in  necessitatem  compellerc  :  ad 
“  necess.  redigere:  ad  necess.  redactos .”  (Diet.  Ton.)  Wes¬ 
seling  observes,  on  the  last  passage,  “  Herodoteum  anaXuiv, 
“  in  istam  classem  referendum  verborum  de  quibus  egit  vir 
“  summus  in  nota,  Clar.  D.  Ruhnken.  ad  Tim.  Lex. —  Hie, 
“  necessitatis  velut  vinculis  adstrictos — necessitate  coactos.” 
So  likewise  St.  Paul,  presently  afterward,  in  c.  ix.  16, 
describes  his  own  position  :  a.vayx7]  jiai  vrixurai  —  *  neces - 
4  sitas  mihi  incumbit Vulg.  i.  e.  a srE/Xso/xai —  eiXeo/iai — 

*  adstringor 

When  these  learned  critics  call  the  compound  verb 
umiXecj,  ‘  Herodoteum ,*  they  only  mean,  that  it  pertained 
to  Herodotus’s  native  Carian  dialect.  Nearly  contiguous 
to  Caria ,  in  the  south  of  Asia  Minor,  was  the  province 
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of  Cilicia ,  the  native  country  of  St.  Paul.  We  arc  there¬ 
fore  fully  warranted  in  reading  the  simple  verb,  r^uevog, 
for  s/Xjj/xewie,  in  this  place,  and  interpreting  it  with  the 
same  sense  as  the  compound  verb  was  used  by  Herodotus ; 
and,  in  accounting  it  as  one  of  the  4  Cilicisms * 1  early  pointed 
out  by  Jerom  in  the  language  of  that  apostle :  44  Multa  9unt 
“  verba,  quibus  juxta  raorem  urbis  et  provincire  sure ,fami- 
44  liarius  apostolus  utitur.  —  Nec  hoc  miremur  in  apostolo,  si 
44  utatur  ejus  lingua  consuetudine ,  in  qua  natus  est  et  nu - 
41  tritus”  (Tom.  iv.  p.  204,  ed.  Martianay .)  The  compound 
verb,  proved  to  be  in  use  in  Caria ,  confirms  the  probable 
use  of  the  simple  verb,  in  the  neighbouring  dialect  of  Cilicia; 
but,  some  commonplace  copyist  or  philoponist,  not  aware  of 
the  fact,  assumed  it  to  intend  the  more  ordinary  and  familiar 
word  7i\tr,fj,6vo$f  not  duly  considering  its  operation  on  the 
sense;  and  inserted  the  e.  That  St.  Paul  should  have  forti¬ 
fied  his  private  and  personal  opinion  on  the  important  point 
in  question,  with  some  collateral  support,  was  to  be  ex¬ 
pected  ;  and  he  accordingly  does  so,  by  declaring — 4  I  give 
4  my  opinion,  as  one  bound  by  the  Lord  to  be  faithful The 
initial  n,  therefore,  will  be  either  the  common  itacism  of  >j  for 
I ,  tij  or  t ;  or,  it  will  be  dialectic ,  as  Homer  uses  both  ^XTjXaro 
and  eX^Xavo. 


CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  3.  rock  that  followed.]  I  have  shewn,  in  the  former 
Annot,  p.  358,  that  the  4  miracle  of  the  rocli  which  supplied 
the  Israelites  with  water ,  succeeded  or  4  followed /  as  a  coun¬ 
terpart,  the  4  miracle  of  the  manna  *  which  bad  supplied  them 
with  food  ;  and,  that  this  sequence  was  all  that  was  intended 
by  the  apostle,  in  the  word  axo\ov6ouu^.  “  Now,"  says  the 
Reviewer ,  44  it  is  very  safe  to  affirm,  that  the  Greek  language 
44  utterly  repudiates  this  surmise:  axoXouhu  was,  surely ,  never 
44  known  to  bear  the  sense  here  ascribed  to  it.  The  verb 
44  may,  indeed,  signify  to  4  follow but,  not  in  the  naked 

1  See  Michael  is  on  the  4  Cilicisms  of  St.  Paul,'  and  notes,  Inlrod.  vol.  i. 
p.  149. 
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44  sense  of  mere  sequence  or  succession ,  but  in  the  sense  of 
44  attendance  or  accompaniment.  In  English,  a  clansman  may 
44  be  said  to  follow  his  chieftain  to  the  field;  and  in  Greek, 
44  the  same  thing  might  very  properly  be  denoted  by  the  verb 
41  a xoXovOeiv.  In  English,  againy  one  event  may  be  said  to 
11  follow  another  event ;  but,  where  is  the  Greek  scholar  who 
41  would  ever  dream  of  using  axoXo vQeiv,  as  applicable  to  this 
44  latter  instance?  Truly,  therefore,  the  passage  must  remain 
44  in  its  former  obscurity,  for  any  thing  that  Mr.  P.  has  done 
44  towards  its  illumination.”  This  Reviewer  is,  here,  as 
unfortunate  as  in  his  other  dogmatisms ;  for,  a  4  Greek 
4  scholar9  would  have  told  him,  that  uxoXoudtiv  is  applicable 
to  every  mode  of  sequence ,  even  to  logical  consequence: 
that  Aristotle  says  —  buotv  /xtv  o vroiv,  axoXouOei  to  iv  avcu  — 
4  if  there  are  two ,  \t  follows,  that  there  is  one:*  and  that 
Hoogeveen  points  out,  in  his  note  to  Viger,  p.  362,  that  the 
Greeks  used  indifferently,  ra  and  ru  axoXouScc — quce 

sequuntur — to  express  generally,  4  what  follows*  —  or  simply, 

4  et.  catera.'  Even  Suicer  would  have  told  him,  in  the  latest 
age9  of  the  Greek  language,  44  Duas  vocis  axokcvdia  signifi- 
44  cationes :  1 .  designat,  rerum  inter  se  connexionem  et  co- 
44  h&rentiam  naturalem :  2.  or  do,  sequential  (See  above, 
axoXovdntv  used  by  Longinus,  p.  100,  note.) 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  5.  seeketh  not  what  is  not  its  own.]  ov  gyrei  ro  (lt) 
eaurtie : — Thus  reads  the  Vat.  MS. — The  m  has  lapsed,  or 
been  erroneously  rejecled,  from  all  the  later  copies;  which 
ha9  so  left  the  import,  that  Bloomfield  deemed  it  necessary 
to  suppose  an  ellipsis  of  fi ovov — 4  does  not  seek  her  own  in- 
4  terest  only.’  But,  the  oldest  reading  shew9  this  hypothesis 
to  be  unfounded.  We  are  not  forbidden,  to  seek  what  is  our 
own ;  but  are  only  commanded,  not  to  covet  that  which  4  is 
4  not  our  own.* 
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CHAPTER  XIV. 

Ver.  25.  the  secrets  of  his  heart  are  made  manifest,]  i.  e. 
‘  to  himself ;  ‘  the  depths  of  his  own  heart  are  exposed  or 
‘  laid  open  to  him It  was  with  acute  discernment  that 
Knatchbull  admonished — “  subaudi  au™,  post  ymrat :  Et 
“  sic  occulta  cordis  ejvs  manifesto  ei  fiunt.  Id  est,  Igno- 
“  rantia ,  incrcdulitas,  et  impietas  cordis  ejus  quse  tam  diu 
“  latuit,  nec  si  unquam  antea  innotuit,  nunc  fit  ei  manifesta, 
“  ita  ut  statim  procidat  in  faciem,  et  adoret  Deem'* 


CHAPTER  XV. 

Ver.  5.  that  he  appeared  to  Kephas.]  y.ou  on  upOri  Krj pa: — 
In  this  brief  narrative,  St.  Paul  relates,  according  to  all  the 
existing  texts ,  1  That  Christ  died  —  that  he  was  buried  — 
*  that  on  the  third  day  he  rose  again  —  and  that  he  ap- 
‘  peared  to  Kephas /  His  own  historian,  Luke,  relates, — 
‘  That  he  shewed  himself,  the  same  day,  to  two  of  them, 
‘  of  whom  one  was  Kleopas /  The  traditional  relation, 
which  was  very  early  appended  to  the  last  chapter  of 
Mark’s  Gospel,  states,  in  accordance  with  Luke,  —  *  That 
‘  our  Lord  appeared  first  to  Mary  Magdalene  —  after 
‘  that,  he  appeared  to  two  of  them,  as  they  went  into  the 
‘  country/ 

We  have  seen,  in  the  Annot.  to  Luke,  xxiv.  13,  that 
the  second  disciple,  who  accompanied  Kleopas ,  was  his 
son,  Simon  the  Zealot;  not  Simon  Peter ,  as  Origen  had 
early,  hut  erroneously,  endeavoured  to  establish.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  gospel  histories  to  warrant  a  suggestion, 
that  our  Lord  shewed  himself  separately  to  Peter,  under 
any  of  his  names  (Simon,  Kephas ,  or  Peter) ;  or,  until 
he  appeared  to  the  apostles  assembled.  As  there  was  an 
early  disposition  to  ascribe  to  Simon  Peter ,  the  circumstance 
which  truly  pertained  to  Simon  the  Zealot;  so  there 
appears  to  have  been  a  corresponding  disposition,  to  ascribe 
to  Peter ,  under  his  name  Kephas ,  the  circumstance  that 
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pertained  to  Kleopas ;  and  to  deduce  the  former  name,  in 
this  place,  from  an  abbreviated  form  of  the  latter :  an 
operation,  easy  in  the  common  practice  of  copying  from 
compendious  writing.  Hence  it  is  warrantable  to  surmise, 
that  Paul’s  amanuensis  had  originally  written  the  name 
KXeo'jag  in  abbreviation ,  as  he  wrote  E va<pga<;  for  Evu^obirog, 
in  the  epistles  to  the  Colossians ,  and  Philemon ,  and  npaxa 
for  in  the  2d  ep.  to  Timothy ;  and,  that  the  abbre¬ 

viation  became  afterwards  incorrectly  elongated  into  Kephas . 

Ver.  29.  What  will  they  who  are  baptized  gain  more 
than  (all)  the  dead ,  if  the  dead  rise  not  at  all?]  ioreg  ruv 
vexguv:  —  In  Rom.  vi.  4,  St.  Paul  says,  44  We  have  been 
44  buried  with  Him,  by  baptism,  into  Hi9  death  ;  that,  as 
44  Christ  was  raised  from  the  dead  —  so,  we  also  should  walk 
“  in  newness  of  life:  if,  then,  we  have  been  united  with 
44  Him  in  the  likeness  of  His  death,  so  also  shall  we  be  in 
“  that  of  His  resurrection.’’  And,  in  Col.  ii.  12,  he  says, 
44  Having  been  buried  with  Him  in  the  baptism  by  which  ye 
4 4  are  also  risen  with  Him,  through  faith  in  the  operation  of 
44  God,  who  raised  Him  from  the  dead.  And  when  ye  were 
44  dead  in  your  sins — He  brought  us  together  to  life,  with 
44  Himself.”  And  again,  c.  iii.  1.  If  the  memories  of  the 
many  reverend  commentators,  who  have  perplexed  them¬ 
selves  and  their  readers  with  the  passage  of  the  Corinthians 
now  before  us,  had  called  these  passages  to  their  aid, 
they  need  not  have  been  indebted  to  a  learned  laic  for  the 
admonition ;  that  St.  Paul  speaks,  in  this  place,  with  the 
same  figurative  allusion.  “  Cur  immerguntur  pro  mortuis, 
44  i.  e.  tanquam  mortui ,  si  non  ut  per  emersionem  ex  aqua 
44  (quod  est  typus  resurrectionis  post  sepulturam ),  certiores 
44  fierent,  quod,  si  etiam  ipsi  resurgant  a  mvrte  in  peccatis 
44  ad  novitatem  vitae,  resurgent  etiam  cum  Christo,  post 
44  mortem,  in  gloriam.  Quasi  diceret,  4  In  vanum  utitur 
4  Ecclesia  symbolo  Baptismi ,  si  non  est  resurrectio  :  est  enini 
4  Baptismus ,  mortis  et  resurrectionis  Christie  et  etiam  om - 
4  mum  fidclium,  typus:'  et  sic  apud  antiquos  universal)  ac- 
44  cipitur.”  44  That  is,”  said  the  learned  Sir  Norton  Knaleh- 
bull,  44  Why  are  they  immersed  for ,  or  as,  being  dead ,  unless 
4 4  to  assure  them,  by  their  emersion  from  the  water  (which 
44  was  a  type  of  resurrection  from  the  grave),  that,  if  they 
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“  rose  again  from  death  in  sins,  to  newness  of  life ,  they 
“  would  also  rise  again  to  glory,  with  Christ,  after  death. 
“  As  if  he  had  said,  ‘  In  vain  does  the  Church  use  the  symbol 

*  of  Baptism ,  if  there  is  no  resurrection ;  for ,  Baptism  is 

*  the  type  of  the  death  and  resurrection  of  Christ ,  and 
‘  of  all  the  faithful and  so  it  was  always  understood, 
“  by  the  primitive  Christians.”  (See  bis  note  to  1  Pet. 
iii.  21.) 

The  MS.  copies  vary  so  much  in  the  29th  verse,  that  it  is 
manifest,  that  the  true  reading  cannot  be  assumed,  from  any 
one  of  them ;  for,  the  received  reading,  merely  as  the  received 
reading ,  can  have  no  determining  authority,  with  any  one 
qualified  to  be  accounted  a  critic ,  or  a  scholar.  The  differ¬ 
ences  are  these : 


!i* rav  *i*£**,  Vat.  and  alt  other  MSS.  Alex,  and  Const.; 
excepting 

inrt(>  aurvi,  Cod.  93,  Of  Ven.  6. 


2d  clause 


fi* if  auruv,  Vat.  and  Uncial  MSS.  A,  D,  E,  F,  G: — chapter 
I  wanting  in  C.  or  Ephr 1  pro  Mis.' — Vulg. 

|  lxtt>  tui  vtKguv,  Const,  and  rec.  text. 

avra/v  Codd.  37,  43,  52.  Scholz. 


The  surviving  authorities,  therefore,  for  the  first  800 
years,  read  the  verse  thus :  icrei,  ti  noirjgouoiv  01  fiuxn^ofbivot 

ruv  vey.guv,  ei  o\ug  vtxgoi  cux  eyeigov7ai  ;  t;  y.at  ficttzTifyvTai  vireg 

avTbiv;  and  so  Scholz  has  correctly  printed  in  his  text,  though 
he  has  made  great  confusion  of  the  Var.  led.  in  his  margin. 
But,  the  secure  establishment  of  uvtujv,  instead  of  in 

the  second  clause,  grounds  a  strong  assumption,  that  ruv  in 
the  first  clause,  is  only  a  fragment  of  the  same  pronoun  aoruv, 
and,  that  it  was  originally  written  ocreg  avruv  ( i.e .  vexgcov) — ‘pro 
‘  ipsis  ( mortuis ).' 

Now,  bearing  in  mind  St.  Paul’s  figurative  passages 
above  cited  from  Romans  and  Colossians ,  it  is  reasonable  to 
assume;  that  St.  Paul  wrote,  or  is  to  be  understood  as  intend¬ 
ing  to  express,  auruv  vtxguv  ( ovruv  sub.)  ;  a9  in  Coloss.  ii.  13, 


Up  aO 


vex£ous  ovrag  rraoarrroj/xaff/ —  ffwe^cooco/r/gev  gw  auru». 


The 


English,  therefore,  should  be  thus  expressed  :  ‘  Else,  what 
*  will  they  gain,  who  are  baptized  for  themselves  as  dead  (/.  e . 
‘  in  sins),  if  the  dead  really  rise  not?  to  what  end  are  they 
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‘  baptized,  for  themselves V  and  why  do  we  {who  have  been 
so  baptized)  consent,  as  Christians ,  to  live  every  hour  in 
danger  ?  St.  Paul  reasons  in  the  same  vein,  of  circumcision, 
in  Gal.  v.  11.  The  equivocal  rendering  of  our  English 
version,  which  has  transmitted  and  perpetuated  a  notion 
of4  vicarious  baptism ;'  totally  unsupported  by  any  testimony 
of  contemporary  history;  is  one  of  the  numerous  offsprings 
of  inerudition  and  superstition  which  we  still  consent  in- 
ertially  to  foster,  in  our  common  version.  That  misac- 
ceptation  of  St.  Paul’s  words,  led  early  to  a  monstrous 
artifice  practised  by  the  Marcionites,  which  is  thus  narrated 
by  Chrysostom  :  44  When  any  of  their  catechumens  (or  un- 
14  baptized  believers)  died,  they  hid  a  living  one  under  the 
bed  of  the  deceased;  and ,  going  to  the  corpse ,  they  ad - 
“  dressed  it ,  and  asked  it,  If  it  wished  to  receive  the  rite  of 
44  baptism  ?  As  the  corpse  made  no  answer ,  he  who  was  con - 
44  cealed  beneath  answered  for  it,  4  That  it,  indeed ,  wished  to 
*  be  baptized;'  and  thus  they  baptized  him ,  who  replied ,  in 
44  the  place  of  the  deceased .”  {Hom'd,  xi.  in  1  Cor.  pp.  513, 
514,  ap.  Suicer,  tom.  i.  p.  642. )J 

1  That,  was  in  the  fourth  century  ;  the  following,  waa  in  the  middle  of  the 
nineteenth  century. — “  What  will  be  said  to  the  following  trick,  which  was  played 
off  in  a  respectable  town  in  Larvados,  not  fifty  miles  from  Londe  sur  Noireau , 
on  Sunday,  October  2lat,  1838.  M.  L.  was,  a  few  years  since,  a  Protestant 
pastor,  and  had  under  his  care  several  churches.  He  professed  to  be  evangelical 
in  his  views,  and  sought  an  intimate  connexion  with  a  respectable  religious  bi>dy. 
That  body,  did  not  accede  to  the  overtures  which  he  made.  Very  soon  after  this, 
he,  with  his  wife  and  children,  abjured  the  Protestant  faith,  and  united  them¬ 
selves  to  the  Roman  church.  The  only  member  of  the  family  who  held  fast  her 

profession  of  the  reformed  religion,  was  Madame  H - ,  the  mother  of  the 

pastor's  wife.  In  this  profession  she  continued  steadfast,  till  Saturday,  the  20th 
of  October,  wheo  she  was  taken  ill.  On  the  following  day,  she  became  insen¬ 
sible.  Her  son,  the  late  pastor,  then  called  in  the  priest  and  others;  to  see  her, 
and  to  induce  her  to  recant,  that  she  might  be  baptized,  anointed,  and  absolved. 
When  the  usual  questions  were  proposed  to  her,  she  {being  insensible)  made,  of 
course ,  no  answer.  A  remedy  was ,  however ,  soon  found  for  this.  Her  son, 
from  behind  the  curtain  of  the  bed ,  answered  for  her.  All  was  now  right. 
She  was  baptized ,  anointed,  and  absolved.  On  the  22d  she  died  ;  and,  on  the 
Wednesday  following,  she  was  buried  with  great  pomp,  being  honoured  with 
the  banner,  the  grand  cross,  and  the  presence  of  fifteen  or  sixteen  priests.  To 
complete  the  farce,  her  son,  the  late  Protestant  pastor,  has  printed  a  circular, 
and  sent  it  into  the  town  and  neighbourhood,  saying;  Aia  mother-in-law  died 
»n  the  bosom  of  the  Catholic ,  Apostolic ,  and  Roman  Church ,  which  her  ancestors 
had  wickedly  abandoned  !  Is  Popery  changed  ?  Semper  eadcm." — (From  the 
Paris  Correspondent  of  the  1  IVatchman.') — ‘  Recoud,’  19th  Nov.,  1830. 
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“  De  baptismo  super  mortuis  (says  Bengel,)  tanta  est 
“  interpretation  urn  varietas,  ut  is  qui,  non  dicam  varietates 
“  ipsasy  sed  varietatum  catalogos  colligere  velit,  Disserta- 
“  tionem  scripturus  ait/'  “  Muller,  in  his  Dissert,  on  this 
“  difficult  passage  (says  Burton),  mentions  seventeen  dif- 
“  ferent  interpretations  of  it.”  This  i9  usually  the  case, 
where  the  imagination  is  resorted  to  for  help,  preferably  to 
the  reason.  By  consulting  the  latter  only,  Knatchbull  found 
a  true  solution  of  the  difficulty  ;  which,  nevertheless,  I  do 
not  find  noticed  by  any  of  the  later  annotators. 


K 
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Ver.  7.  Who  hath  qualified  us  to  be  ministers.]  6 g  ix avojaiv 
rjfiag  dictxovoug:  —  I  shewed,  in  the  Expos.  Pref.  pp.  10,  15, 
that  the  two  ancient  Latin  interpreters,  severally,  rendered 
this  clause  —  ‘  sufficientes  nos  fecit  minis tr os  —  idoneos  nos 
1  fecit  ministros and  that  Wiclif  translated,  from  the  Latin , 

*  made  us  able  ministers but,  that  Erasmus  pointed  out  that 
the  clause  ought  to  be  rendered  — 1  qui  idoneos  nos  fecit  ut  es- 
e  semus  ministri ,  quasi  dicas,  idoneavit  —  who  fitted  or  quali - 
1  fied  us  to  be  ministers .’  Accordingly,  in  the  first  translation 
from  the  original  Greek ,  in  1526,  Tyndale  rendered, — 

*  made  us  able  to  minister  and  this  correct  rendering  was 

retained  by  all  the  succeeding  English  revisions,  throughout 
that  century.  But,  when  K.  James's  revision  appeared,  in 
1611,  it  was  found,  that  this  last  reading  was  rejected,  and 
that  Wiclif' s  original  version  from  the  Latin , — ‘ made  us  able 
1  ministers ,  was  recalled  and  substituted  in  its  place  ;  and,  is 
now  the  reading  of  our  authorised  version .  Will  the  reader 
ascribe  this  retrogression  to  the  Latin,  to  all ,  or  to  any ,  of 
K.  James's  right  reverend,  reverend,  and  learned  revising 
Council?  Or,  will  he  not  rather  shrewdly  suspect,  that  it 
was  the  proper  adjudication  of  the  ‘  good  Royal  Moderator 
1  himself  ?'  ( Preface ,  p.  ix.) 

Ver.  19.  the  Lord  with  His  face  unveiled. ]  The  obvious 
construction  of  the  Greek  passage  is  —  nfiug  crams,  xarocrrgi- 

2p[Li))Qi  ri]v  do^av  K ugiou  tfgoifdi'Trw  avaxixciXvfifLevtf},  fierafio^ipovfiiSa : 

and  so  the  Latin,  “  nos  omnes ,  speculantes  gloriam  Domini 
“  revelata  facie ,  transformamur Compare  ver.  14,  ‘  not  as 

*  Mo9e9,  who  put  a  veil  over  his  face,  that  the  children  of 
‘  Israel  might  not  look ,  &c.  :  we  all  (on  the  contrary), 

£  looking  at  the  glory  of  the  Lord  with  His  face  unveiled , 


Chap.  V. 


II.  CORINTHIANS. 


131 


*  are  changed,’  &c.  Coverdale  rendered,  “  the  glory  of  the 
“  Lord  appeareth  in  us  all,  with  (His)  open  face,"  Mat¬ 
thews,  44  we  all  behold  the  glory  of  the  Lord,  with  his  face 
44  open.”  Cranmer,  and  the  Bishop’s  Bible,  44  with  his  face 
“  open;”  so  also  the  edition  of  1548.  But,  in  King  Jamcss 
revision  of  1611,  that  is,  in  our  common  authorised  version, 
it  has  been  thus  changed  :  44  we  all  with  ojien  face ,  be- 
“  holding,”  See.  ;  evidently  reading  the  Grech  thus,  t 
navTis  avaxexaXv/Mfiivu}  vgoffunu) —  or  more  probably,  mistaking 
the  Latin ,  *  Nos  omnes,  ( revelata  facie  gloriam  Domini 
4  speculantes )  —  transform  am  ur.’ 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  3.  found  clothed ,  not  naked ,]  ‘  E img  xco  tvSvaafimi,  oi» 
‘  yi /fivoi,  tugtfyffofisda.’  (Gr.)  ‘  Si  tamen  vestitiy  non  nudi>  in - 

‘  veniamur '  (Vulg.)  —  4  If  netlieles  we  ben  foundun  clothid , 
4  and  not  nahid'  (Wicl.) — 4  Yff  yt  liapen  that  we  be  founde 
4  clothed ,  and  nott  naked.'  (Tynd.) — 4  If  that  we  be  founde 
4  clothed,  and  nat  naked'  (Ed.  1549.)  —  44  Utinam  etiam  in - 
44  dutiy  non  nudiy  reperiamur.  P recat ur  apostolus,  ut  in  ultimo 
44  die  inveniantur  coelestem  habitationem  superinduti,  et  non 
44  ea  destituti.”  (Knatchbull,  1677.)  —  But,  King  James's  re¬ 
vision  has  thus  rendered,  and  edited  this  passage  :  4  If  so  be 
4  that,  being  clothedy  we  shall  not  be  found  naked:'  evidently 
translating — ‘tintg  tvfWa/xevo/,  si  vestiti  —  if  being  clothedy  ou 
4  y\)[j.v(n  tugtQ7}<jo{j.e6a,  non  nudi  inveniamur  —  we  shall  not  be 
4  found  naked.' 

These  new  and  juvenile  translations  of  1611,  which  eva¬ 
cuate  the  passages  of  their  native  sense,  cannot  be  ascribed 
to  any  of  the  learned  persons  designated  by  the  Reviewer , 
4  King  James's  translators ;  nor,  could  these  personages  have 
sanctioned  their  publication,  unless  by  command  of  superior 
authority  and  control.  We  have  no  difficulty,  therefore,  in 
assigning  the  real  author:  and  truly,  it  must  have  been  an 
irksome  service  to  such  scholars,  to  translate  and  revise  in 
concert  with  Royal  Criticism  and  Power:  without  any  im¬ 
peachment  of  loyalty. 

Yet,  says  the  British  Critic  for  July,  1837 — 44  Should  it 
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“  ever  be  thought  advisable  to  revise  our  version,  a  solemn 
“  and  strict  injunction  should  be  given  to  the  persons  in- 
u  trusted  with  the  task,  to  ash  themselves  this  question  —  In 
“  what  words  would  King  James’s  translators  have  ex- 
“  pressed  the  sense  V' —  But,  the  Critic  has  not  told  us,  Why 
we  are  to  accept  ‘King  James  himself  as  an  essential  element 
for  fixing  that  expression. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

Ver.  4 .for,  he  was  crucified ,  Sc c.]  render,  ‘  for,  as  he  was 
1  crucified  —  through  weakness,  but  liveth  through  the 
‘  power  of  God;  sor  we  also  are  weak  in  him,  but  shall  live 
*  with  him,  through  the  power  of  God  * — xai  yag  eeravgudr)  eg 
aeQevtiag,  aXXa  ex  Suvajtieug  &eov'  xai  ya%  riptig  aadtvou/isv  tv 
ccurif j,  aXXa  fytrofiev  euv  avrui  ex  dvva/ieug  Oeov.  So  reads  the 
Vat.  MS.  and  the  most  anc.  copies,  (the  Cod.  Ephr.  is  de¬ 
fective  from  2  Cor.  x.  9,  to  Gal.  i.  20.)  “Ad  vim  ov/MrXexnxqv 
“  quoque  spectat  usus  (rou  xai)  in  comparationibus,  quando 
t(  simile  simili  componitur.”  Hoogev.  Sch'utz .  p.  247,  ^  viii. 
The  junior  copies,  have  inserted  u  before  terav^n ;  which 
has  been  probably  generated  from  the  e  of  etraugufy  which 
follows.  The  same  copies  have  inserted  xa /,  after  the  second 
xai  yu§  ;  have  changed  tyffopev  to  fyso/teOa ;  and  have  added 
ag  vfLag  to  the  second  ©£6U. 

The  Alex.  MS.,  formed  a  middle  step,  from  the  most 
ancient  to  the  received  reading :  xai  ya%  et  taraugvdr}  eg  acfljj- 
wag9  aXXa  ex  Suva/teug  Qeou‘  xai  ya%  r^Ltig  asdevov/Mev  <ruv  auryj, 
aXXa  X^nofiev  (ruv  aurw  ex  duva/Ltug  ©eou  tig  vpag. 


GALATIANS. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  17.  James.]  See  after,  Annott.  to  ch.  ii.  11. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  11.  those  who  were  sent  from  James.]  Dr.  Burton 
correctly  understood  these  words  to  mean,  44  that  they  came 
“from  the  Church  at  Jerusalem ,  of  which  James  was  the 
44  Head.”  St.  Paul  here,  very  plainly  reverts  to  the  mission 
sent  from  the  Synod  of  Jerusalem,  under  the  presidency  of 
Jame9,  to  the  Gentile  converts  at  Antioch,  which  is  related 
in  Acts,  xv.  ;  before  which  occurrence,  we  are  told  in 
ch.  xi.  2,  Peter  did  4  eat  with  the  uncircumcised  From  the 
sequel  we  are  to  infer,  that  Peter  (who  though  reflectively 
hold,  was  constitutionally  timid)  followed  the  missionaries  to 
Antioch  ;  but,  finding  there  the  Jewish  zealots  who  had 
caused  the  appeal  to  the  apostolical  council,  he  was  afraid 
of  them,  and  discontinued  his  former  habits.  But,  that 
learned  expositor  was  not  equally  correct  in  following  the 
vulgar  reading,  on  &t  r,\6ov — *  but  when  they  came;’  instead 
of  the  primitive  7]\hvf  which  relates  to  the  former,  r)Xh  ITct^, 
not  to  the  proximate,  e\6eiv  rtvag.  The  Vat.  MS.,  Cod.  Bezce, 
and  other  uncial  copies,  read  rfkhv — ‘  he  earned  i.  e.  1  Peter ; 
not  t)\Qov — 4  they  came viz.  the  missionaries.  The  James 
here  mentioned,  was  the  same  mentioned  in  the  first  chapter 
(ver.  17),  as  1  the  Lord's  brother called  also  1  the  son  of 
4  Alpheus and  also  4  the  Less  and  who  was  appointed  the 
first  4  Bishop  of  Jerusalem  *  James  4  the  son  of  Zcbedee ,’ 
called  *  the  brother  of  Johni *  had  been  put  to  death  by  Herod, 
some  time  before  the  assembling  of  that  synod  ;  as  we  learn 
in  Acts,  xii.  2.  (Sec  Annot.  to  John,  xix.  25.) 
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Now,  tojv  and  nvuv,  rovg  and  nv  ag,  in  comp  end,  are  liable 
to  be  mistaken  for  each  other,  and  have  actually  caused 
variety  in  the  readings  ;  4  rrjv  pro  ruvrriv,  et  ms  pro  ruvrnc,  fire- 
4  quenlissimum :  —  rovg  dicitur  pro  ruvrovg.  Luc.  viii.  8; 
4  Act.  xvii.  6.'  (Norton  Knatchbull,  Animadv.)  The  whole 
of  this  passage,  therefore,  illustrates  itself  thus  : 

ll£0  rot/  yag  eXQeiv  rovg  a<ro  lctxv(3o\jf  //.era  rm  e6mv  suv?) <?8/tv 

(Krj^as,  Vat .  Ilergoj,  rec.)  ore  3e  7]\6ev,  vinsriXXt - 

1  for,  before  those  came  who  were  sent  from  James,  he 
‘  ( Cephas )  eat  with  the  Gentiles ;  but,  when  he  came,  he 
‘  withdrew  himself  from  these* 

Ver.  20.  in  renouncing  the  law ,  I  died  to  the  law.~\  3/’ 
avopov,  vo/Mifj  a^eOavov : — Every  copy,  for  the  first  eight  hundred 
years  of  the  Christian  era,  gave  this  clause  in  the  following 
form,  without  separating  the  words : 

ercjorx^ixNOMOYNOMCOXTTe 

( Facsimile ,  Cod.  Alex.  6  th  l.from  the  top.) 

The  first  separator  of  the  words,  in  an  uncritical  age, 
separated  the  3/cc ,  mechanically,  as  an  entire  preposition,  and 
left  the  following  words,  vo/iou  vopwaxeOavov;  thus  plunging  the 
sentence  into  the  irremediable  obscurity  in  which  it  has  always 
subsisted.  It  was  shewn,  in  the  former  Annotations ,  p.  379, 
that  a  critical  age  would,  at  once,  have  dispelled  the  ob¬ 
scurity,  by  simply  dividing  the  words,  3/  avojiov,  instead  of, 
d/a  vo,aov : —  tyov  yag  3/’  avo/xou,  vofiu>  wreOavov,  iva  ©£u/  tyffco.  That 
compressed  sentence,  the-  same  writer  thus  developed  and 
explained  on  another  occasion,  1  Cor.  ix.  20 — tyivo^v  roig  vto 
vop,ov  ug  uno  vo/jsov,  iva  rovg  vvo  vofLov  xegdyou'  roig  a vofLoig  (t.  e.  roig 
fi7j  \j-o  vopov)  ci) c  avofiog  [fir\  m  avofiog  ©eu/,  aXX ’  evvofiog  Xg/ffrui)  iva 
xegdnffCij  avo/iovg — 44  I  became  to  those  that  are  under  the  Law , 
“  as  under  the  Law  (though  I  am  not  under  the  Law),  that  I 
“  might  gain  those  that  are  under  the  Law.  To  those  that 
“  are  without  (i.  e.  are  not  under )  the  Law ,  as  without  the 
“  Law  (not  as  being  without  the  law  of  God,  but  under  the 
“  law  of  Christ),  that  I  might  gain  those  that  are  without  the 
14  Law.”  So  also  in  Rom.  ii.  11,  4  all  who  have  sinned 
‘  without  the  Law ,  will  also  perish  without  the  Law ;  and 
‘  all  who  have  sinned  within  the  Law ,  will  be  judged  by  the 
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‘  Law*  Paul  here  shews  us,  that  in  this  argument  lie  used 
the  word  avop, o$,  in  the  simple  sense  of  w  u-ro  vopov — '  not 
1  under  the  Law ;  and,  in  this  passage  to  the  Galatians  he 
says  (in  construction),  iyui  yao  amdavov  ort  fyaoj  0g (f/  8i* 

uvofiov  (i.  e.  a vo, mag)  —  ‘/or,  I  died  to  the  Laio,  that  I  might 
*  live  to  God  by  emancipation  from  the  Law'  u  Adjectivum 
“  neulrum  sumitur  eleganter  pro  substantivo  faeminino 
(Viger,  c.  iii.  2,  §  I.) — “Hie  idiotismusy  Grsecis  familiarior 
“  quam  Latinis.”  {Not.  Hoogeveen.) 

But,  says  the  theological  oracley —  “Mr.  P.  proposes  to 
“  escape  from  all  difficulty,  by  reading  5/  avo^ou,  instead  of 
“  btu.  vo/xoy;  but,  by  w hat  process  he  extracts  the  above  sense 
“  from  the  words  8/  avo/tov ,  very  far  surpasses  our  (my) 
“  comprehension .” 

“  There  are  more  things  in  heaven  and  earth,  Horatio, 

Than  are  dreamt  of  in  your  philosophy.” — Hamlet. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  22.  forbearance.']  The  Latin  Vulgate  renders  this 
verse  thus  :  “  Fructus  autem  Spiritus  est  charitas,  gnudium, 
“  pax,  patientia,  benignitas,  bonitas,  longanimitas,  mansue- 
“  tudo,  fides,  modcslia,  continentia,  castitas .”  Accordingly, 
Wiclif  thus  gave  it  in  English  :  “  But  the  fruyt  of  the  spyryt 
“  is  charite,  ioie,  pees,  pacience,  long  abydyng,  benygnyte, 
“  goodnesse,  myldenesse,  feith,  temperaunce,  contyncnce , 
“  chastite.”  Tyndale,  whose  knowledge  of  the  Greek  ori¬ 
ginal  enabled  him  to  discover,  that  the  last  two  words  are  a 
spurious  addition  of  the  Latin  version,  omitted  them,  and 
concluded  with  ‘  temper ancy which  our  last  revisers  have 
rendered  ‘  temperance as  the  proper  meaning  of  the  Greek 
iyy.^araa.  But,  this  signification  was  originally  assigned, 
when  the  word  was  followed  by  the  qualities  of  ‘  continence , 
‘chastity:*  and,  with  a  view  to  those  qualities.  Those 
qualities,  however,  being  now  proved  not  to  have  been  in  the 
apostle’s  contemplation  when  he  wrote  the  sentence,  but  only 
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those  which  tended  to  mutual  peace  and  love,  eyxgaraa  is 
to  be  understood  in  its  congenial  sense  of  c  forbearance,'  or 
self-control  of  evil  temper  and  resentment ;  as  is  shewn 
above,  in  the  Annotation  to  Acts,  xxiv.  24,  in  which  place, 
as  in  this,  the  notion  of  4  temperance*  is  wholly  foreign  and 
intrusive  :  —  it  here  signifies  the  same  as  avoxn — forbearance , 
endurance ,  in  Rom.  ii.  4,  as  is  shewn  by  their  respective  con¬ 
comitants.  Well  might  the  heathen  moralist  startle  the 
Christian ,  by  his  question  — 

“  Lenius  et  melius  fis,  accedenle  senecla  f  ” 

Hon.  Ep.  ii.  211. 

“  Dost  grow  more  mild  and  good ,  as  age  comes  on?  ” 


EPHESIANS. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.5.  the  kingdom  of  the  Christy  and  of  God..]  St.  John, 
in  Rev.  xi.  15,  reverses  this  order  —  4  the  kingdom  of  our 
4  Lardy  and  of  His  Christ .’  That  both  these  passages  intend 
the  same  thing,  and  express  the  Father  and  the  Son  in  united 
government,  can  be  unseen  only  by  those  whose  piety  has 
overstrained  their  intellectual  vision,  by  yielding  to  the  seduc¬ 
tion  of  certain  subtleties  or  sophistries  respecting  the  articlet 
(hereafter  noticed,  in  Annot.  to  Titus,  ii.  13);  which  subtleties 
have  not  strengthened  the  cause  they  were  anxious  to  con¬ 
firm,  and  which  needed  not  such  equivocal  support.  (See 
above,  Annot.  to  John,  xiv.  *28.) 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  20.  an  ambassador  in  bonds.]  irgeafievu  ev  aXugei :  — 
“  legatione  fungor  \n  vinculis:”  *  Quid  ni  potius,  senesco  in 
4  vinculis — Why  not  rather,  I  grow  old  in  bonds?’  asked 
the  learned  Knatchbull.  To  this  question  I  reply:  First, 
that  St.  Paul  determined  his  own  meaning,  in  2  Cor.  v.  21, 
when  he  said ;  u-reg  Xg/grou  Tgegfituofiev  — 44  We  are  ambassadors 
“ for  Christ Secondly,  that  the  statement  would  be  inappli¬ 
cable  to  a  two-years  imprisonment:  Thirdly,  that  I  shewed,  in 
Annot.  to  Acts,  xiii.  1,  that  an  excess  of  ten  years  has  been 
erroneously  superadded  to  St.  Paul’s  age,  through  the  whole 
course  of  Christian  history.  These  observations,  pertain  also 
to  Philemon,  9,  on  which  place  see  my  former  Annot. 


PHILIPPIAN  S. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  10.  below  the  earth.']  xaraydovtuv :  —  this  adjective 
occurs  in  no  other  part  of  the  Greek  Scriptures,  Old  or  New. 
The  apostle,  writing  to  the  native  Greeks  of  Philippi,  sub¬ 
limates  his  language  with  his  subject.  But,  a  question 
arises,  What  sense  are  we  to  attach  to  the  word  xara%$ovtog9 
from  the  pen  of  St.  Paul ,  a  Hebrew ,  a  Christian  apostle^  and 
eminently  learned  in  the  sacred  Scriptures  of  his  own  nation? 
It  is  evident,  that  we  are  to  understand  that  word  in  the  sense 
of  the  Hebrew  phrase ,  ptfb  nnno,  which  the  Alexandrian 
Jews  have  translated  into  common  language,  Ivoxoltu  <n 1$  yt jgy 
and  our  translators,  ‘  beneath  or  under  the  earth  .*  But,  a 
second  question  hence  arises,  What  i9  to  be  understood  by 
that  phrase,  where  it  i9  said  (Exod.  xx.  4;  Deut.  v.  8),  “  in 
14  heaven  above,  or  in  the  earth  beneath,  or  in  the  waters 
44  beneath  the  earth?"  It  has  been  much  too  hastily  assumed, 
that  xa rayjoviog  is  to  be  understood  here  in  its  poetical  hea¬ 
then  sense;  that,  4  under 5  or  4 beneath *  the  earth,  signified  be¬ 
low  or  underneath  the  earth's  surface ;  and,  that  the  xa Tuyjovm 
intends  here,  the  manes ,  or  shades ,  which  were  commonly 
supposed,  by  the  heathen  poets ,  to  inhabit  places  44  below  and 
44  within  the  earth."  (See  Parkhurst,  Ed.  Rose,  p.  429.) 
Certainly,  St.  Paul  supposed  no  such  thing ;  he  (“  who  sur- 
44  passed  many  of  his  equals  in  years ,  in  the  Jewish  religion  ”) 
had  been  taught,  that  “  the  dust  returns  to  the  earth ,  as  it 
44  was;  and  the  spirit  returns  to  God  who  gave  it."  (Eccles. 
xii.  7.)  We  must,  therefore,  look  elsewhere  for  the  true 
meaning  of  wato xa.ru>  tjjs  yjjs  — 4  below  the  earth  *  and,  conse¬ 
quently,  for  St.  Paul’s  xara^ovioiv ;  both  which  descriptions, 
must  intend  the  same  thing. 

In  the  passages  of  Exod.  and  Deut.  just  referred  to,  we 
read,  ev  ougavu)  uvu,  tv  yr,  xara  (arc.  rov  oufavou),  xa/  tv  rot; 


Chap.  II. 


PHILIPPIANS. 


139 


vduffiv  uxoxaru  Trig  yns —  'in  heaven  above,  in  the  earth  below 
s  ( the  heaven ),  and  in  the  waters  still  below  the  earth  (or  the 
‘  sea) this  is  the  true  force  of  uco  added  to  xa.ro,  in  the 
last  clause,  as  marking  out  three  descending  levels.  This  is 
shewn  by  Thucydides,  where  the  earth  (or  surface  of  the 
earth)  is  described  a9  avo  —  *  above ,*  relatively  to  the  sea 
(or  surface  of  the  sea),  which  is  described  as  xarw — ‘  below:' 
thus  ill  lib.  i.  c.  7,  xarw  wxouv.  ( Schol .  Tirol  tyyvg  r?ig  Qa Xaecrig) 
—  4  they  dwelt  below *  {Schol.  or  near  the  sea.)  —  c.  120,  to  is 
xarw.  {Schol.  roig  naga Xioig) — 4  those  below.'  {Schol.  those  on 
4  the  sea-shore.'  —  See  Ind.  Ed.  Duker.  am,  xarw.)  The 
4  waters  below  the  earth  ’  —  ra  ibara  ucroxarw  ttis  yjjg,  mean 
only,  the  1  sea1  with  the  4  islands'  it  embraces;  as  in  Isaiah, 
xxiv.  14,  15:  44  They  shall  cry  aloud  from  the  4  Sea'  —  glo- 
44  rify  the  name  of  the  Lord  God  of  Israel  in  the  4 Isles  of 
4  the  Sea!1”  Such  we  are  to  understand  of  xara^ovnav, 
from  the  pen  of  this  sacred  writer.  In  Rev.  v.  13,  the  divi¬ 
sions,  by  being  more  minute,  confirm  this  interpretation  : 
xai  -rav  xnirpa  6  tv  rw  ougai >w,  xat  tm  rrig  yrig,  xai  bxoxaru  rr)g 
yne  (or,  oi  vragaXioi),  xai  tri  rr)g  6a\a<wrig  (or,  tv  raig  vrjffoig)  tdn, 
xai  ra  tv  avroig ,  rravrag  7] xouoa  Xtyovrag ,  rw  xa^Tj/xevw,  Sec.  —  4  and 
4  I  heard  every  creature  which  is  in  heaven ,  and  on  the  earth , 

4  and  below  the  earth  (or  on  the  sea-shore),  and  in  the  sea  (or, 

4  islands  of  the  sea),  even  all  that  are  in  them,  saying,  Blessed ,’ 
Sec.  St.  Pauls  intention  in  using  that  word,  had  therefore 
nothing  in  common  with  the  fabulous  notions  usually  resorted 
to  for  its  exposition  ;  but,  contemplated  a  similar  universal 
jubilation  with  this  of  the  Apocalypse.  That  our  common 
version  has  unfitly  inserted  the  word  4  things'  (‘  things  in 
4  heaven,’  &c.)  whereas  4 persons'  are  intended,  as  Bloomfield 
justly  points  out;  is  clearly  shewn  by  the  action  described, 
of  4  bending  the  knee,'  which  is  St.  Paul’s  own  periphrasis  for 
offering  prayer  and  supplication :  44  for  this  cause  I  bend  my 
44  knees,"  Sec.  Eph.  iii.  13,  xa/^rw  — 4  bend, not  4  bow.' 
From  which  latter  rendering,  has  sprung  the  reverential 
error  universally  exhibited  in  our  churches,  at  the  reading 
the  Lord’s  name  in  the  Creed. 

The  equivocation  to  which  we  thus  find  the  word  xarw 
liable,  was,  probably,  the  remote  cause  of  the  remarkable  dif¬ 
ference  between  Homer’s  mythological  notion  of  the  seat  of 
the  dead,  and  the  more  modern  one  of  Virgil;  the  former, 
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assuming  it  to  be  a  land  at  the  extremity  of  the  ocean ,  attain¬ 
able  by  navigation ;  the  latter,  a  region  attainable  only  by 
descending  into  the  bowels  of  the  earth.  (Comp.  Odyssey,  xi. 
and  ^Eneid,  vi.) 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  18.  though  I  am  without  all  things ,  yet  I  abound.] 
< vxtyju  rravra,  xcu  i.  e.  vrogfu  eyu  navra — 1  I  am  far 

1  from  every  thing,  and  yet  I  abound  which  statement,  is 
the  same  that  St.  Paul  elsewhere  expresses  by,  fLTjiev  eyovres, 
xai  vravTa  xetnyovreg  —  *  having  nothing,  and  yet  possessing  all 
‘  things/  2  Cor.  vi.  10.  In  the  preceding  context,  the 
apostle  contrasts  destitution  and  abundance .  From  the  early 
example  of  the  Latin  translator,  who  rendered,  “  habeo 
“omnia,  et  abundo/’  —  our  English  translators  have  ren¬ 
dered,  “  I  have  all,  and  abound.”  Yet,  in  2  Cor.  vi.  10, 
the  former  rendered,  M  nihil  habentes,  et  omnia  possidentes 
and  the  latter,  “  having  nothing ,  and  yet  possessing  all 
“  things.”  Now  it  will  be  manifest,  that  these  two  posi¬ 
tions,  as  they  stand  in  the  translations,  are  contra¬ 
dictory;  but,  the  contradiction  arises  only  from  the  Latin 
translator’s  unskilful  rendering  anvyu  in  this  place,  by 
‘  habeo — have. /  instead  of  1 abstineo ,  absum ,  disto.’  The  verb 
amyu,  never  acquired  the  simple  sense  of  eyu,  1  to  have as 
has  been  shewn  above  in  the  Annot.  to  Matt.  vi.  6 ;  which 
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Ver.  15  and  18.  begotten  before  every  creature ,  or,  cre¬ 
ation — the  first  delivered  from  the  dead.]  wgwrorox og  nuisns 
XTi<st(t)$ — crguiToroxog  Ex  ruv  vexguv: —  sTgaroroxog,  in  these  two 
verses,  should  be  rendered  in  English  with  this  diversity. 
In  ver.  15,  vgwro-roxog  from  nx r<o,  in  its  sense  of  4 gigno,’  it 
declares  an  act  of  generating ,  before  any  act  of  creating : 
roxog  and  xr/<r/?,  are  here  opposed  to  each  other,  and  fully 
express  the  essential  difference  of  their  subjects  and  opera¬ 
tions:  4 generation ,'  transmitting  the  nature  of  the  4  gene- 
4  rator ;  4  creation *  producing  a  new  and  distinct  nature. 
Whereas,  in  cgwro-roxos,  ver.  18,  followed  by  the  preposition 
tx  — 4  from,'  roxog  draws  its  meaning  from  nxru ,  in  its  sense 
of  4  par io,  parturio  —  to  bring  forth,' 


II.  THESSALONIANS 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  9,  10.  from  the  "presence  of  the  Lord ,  and  from  die 
glory  of  His  mighty  when  He  shall  come  to  be  glorified  in 
His  saints;  and  to  be  beheld  with  Wonder ,  in  That  Hay.] 


“  Amazing  period  ! - 

While  aloft. 

More  than  astonishment !  if  more  can  be  ! 

Far  other  firmament  than  e’er  was  seen. 

Than  e’er  was  thought  by  man !  far  other  Stars! 

Stars  animate,  that  govern  those  of  fire: 

Far  other  Sun! — a  Sun,  O  how  unlike 

The  babe  at  Bethlehem!  how  unlike  the  man 

That  groaned  on  Calvary! —  Vet,  IIe  it  is  ! M  Ac. - 

“  Great  Day  1  for  which  all  other  days  were  made; 

For  which  earth  rose  from  chaos,  man  from  earth, 

And  an  Eternity,  the  date  of  gods, 

Descended  on  poor  earth-created  man  ! - 

Shall  all,  but  man,  look  out  with  ardent  eye 
For  that  great  day,  which  was  ordained  for  man  ? 

O  day  of  consummation  !  mark  supreme 
(If  men  are  wise)  of  human  thought !  — 

Shall  man,  alone,  whose  fate,  whose  final  fate 
Hangs  on  that  hour,  exclude  it  from  his  thoughts  ? 

I  think  of  nothing  else :  I  see,  I  feel  it !  — 

I  see  the  Judge  enthroned  !  the  flaming  guard  ! 

The  volume  open’d  !  open’d  every  heart ! 

A  sun-beam  pointing  out  each  secret  thought ! 

No  patron  !  intercessor  none !  now  pa9t 
The  sweet,  the  clement,  mediatorial  hour  ! - 

Time  was  1  Eteenity,  now  reigns  alone  !  ” 

Young,  Night  IX. 
{See  the  whole  context.) 


I.  TIMOTHY 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  16.  If  any  believing  sister  have  widows ,  let  her  supply 
them.]  “  The  Greeks  have  a  great  fellow-feeling  for  relations 
“  (observes  a  recent  traveller  amongst  them),  and  open  their 
“  houses  to  them,  and  give  them  board,  as  a  sort  of  duty,  or 
“  rather  habit.  Thus  I  have  generally  found,  that  where 
“  there  is  any  thing  of  an  establishment  sustained,  there  are 
44  nv>stly  one  or  two  hangers-on.  Sometimes  they  sit  at  the 
44  table  with  the  heads  of  the  house,  and  at  other  times  they 
44  do  not ;  but,  on  inquiry,  I  always  found  they  were  poor 
li  relations ;  and  I  really  believe,  there  is  not  a  respectable 
44  house  in  Greece ,  without  them.  This,  I  have  understood, 
“  is  the  remains  of  a  very  ancient  custom,  which  has  always 
“  prevailed  throughout  the  East;  and  is  one  of  the  expected 
44  rites  of  hospitality.”  (Herve,  Residence  in  Greece.  &c. 
vol.  i.  p.  183.) 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  20.  of  knowledge.']  yvuueus: —  In  1  Cor.  viii.  1, 
St.  Paul  says,  j)  yvuutg  tpvtjioi — where  all  our  revisers  have 
rendered  ym<sizy  * knowledge but,  in  this  one  place,  fol¬ 
lowing  Tyndale’s  version,  they  have  rendered  that  word, 
*  science Wiclif  rendered  *  kunning ,’  in  both  places,  a9  the 
Latin  interpreter  had  rendered  *  sciential  in  both.  This 
unwarranted  4  variation  in  translation is  a  notable  example 
of  the  evil  pointed  out  by  Erasmus:  44  It  affords  a  handle  for 
“  error;  for,  it  leads  to  a  supposition,  that  Paul  intends  dif- 
“  ferent  thmqs.  where  he  intends  one  and  the  same .”  ( Expos . 
Pref.  p.  84.) 


II.  TIMOTHY. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  9.  but ,  do  thou  endure.']  In  this  place,  and  in  the 
following  chapter,  ver.  3,  all  the  most  anc.  MSS.  A,  C,  D,  E, 
read  thus,  without  separation,  CYPI<^<C>TT\©HCON  ; 
(the  Vat.  MS.  or  Cod.  B,  as  has  been  already  noticed,  is 
defective  of  these  Epistles) :  the  jun.  and  rec.  texts  write 
< ruyxaxotfaSiiaov  in  the  former  place,  but  gv  ow  xaxocra^croy  in  the 
latter.  Which  difference  between  the  small  and  the  uncial 
writing,  guides  us  to  discern,  that  the  original  should  have 
been  divided,  in  both  places,  gv  ye  xaxo<rra6ri<rov ;  the  T  not 
pertaining  to  a  preposition  gw  in  composition,  but  being  the 
particle  T,  or  ye  in  compend.  See  44  aXXa  ye,”  Hoogeveen,  de 
Part .  p.  13.  —  ye,  “cum  pronom.  eyw,  <ry,  auros,  significat 
44  quidem ,  equidemf  saltern."  (Viger,  c.  viii.  s.  4,  §  6.) — ye  is 
also  used — where  we  should  add  4  but.'  (Matthke,  Gr.  Gr . 
^  602.)  A  verb  <ruyxaxoca&w  is  nowhere  found,  until  it  occurs 
in  some  of  the  later  ecclesiastical  writers,  who  appear  to  have 
drawn  it  from  the  equivocation  of  the  uncial  writing  in  these 
places: — but,  xaxo*a0e«,  is  used  by  both  St.  Paul  and  St.  Janies. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  13.  will  reward.]  avoduazt :  in  the  future;  not, 
wrodyT},  as  the  rec.  text,  which  our  Englisk  vulgate  renders 
with  an  optative  seuse, — 4  the  Lord  reward  him!*  The  most 
anc.  copies.  A,  C,  D,  read  airodugei,  which  reading  Scholz  has 
duly  restored.  It  is  more  likely  that  St.  Paul  should  have 
simply  affirmed ,  than  that  he  should  have  imprecated ,  the 
retribution  that  should  overtake  his  adversary.  Matthasi, 
retains  asroSwTj,  in  his  text;  but  adds,  in  his  note,  44  Chrysos- 
“  tomus  primo  vulgatum,  delude  in  explication ,  axodwgei.” 
Burton  alone,  of  our  recent  annotators,  has  pointed  out,  in 
his  note,  44  Most  MSS.  read  uxodugei." 


T  I  T  U  S. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  13.  The  glorious  appearing  of  the  great  God,  and 
of  our  Saviour  J.  C.]  rov  fityaXou  0£©u,  xai  ffarTjooe  r,fzuv,  I.  X  : 
— ‘There  is  one  Lord — one  God  and  Father  of  all '  (Eph. 
iv.  5.)  ‘  My  Father  is  greater  than  I* — / luX^w  (itv*  (See 

Annot.  to  John,  xiv.  28.)  The  6  //.eyaXos  0eog,  xa/  ucurTjfi  rifitav, 
of  St.  Paul  in  this  place,  denote  the  two  persons  whom  our 
Lord  expressed  in  the  words  —  6  crarjjg  f±ov.  Some 

eminently  pious  and  learned  scholars  of  the  last  and  present 
century,  have  so  far  overstretched  the  argument  founded 
on  the  presence  or  absence  of  the  article ,  as  to  have  run  it 
into  a  fallacious  sophistry  ;  and,  in  the  intensity  of  their  zeal 
to  maintain  the  ‘  honour  of  the  Son were  not  sensible  that 
they  were  rather  engaged  in  ‘  dishonouring  the  Father .’  It 
is  our  unquestionable  duty,  to  understand  the  essential  Union 
of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  wherever  the  terms  clearly  and 
simply  express  it ;  and  not  to  make  it  a  point  to  strive,  by 
every  effort  of  grammatical  subtlety ,  to  exclude  the  former. 

Let  us  be  warned,  by  the  excess  to  which  the  frenzy  of  a 
superstitious  zeal  was  at  one  time  driven  ;  when  “  the  devo- 
“  tion  to  a  human  object ,  had  quite  effaced  the  adoration  of 
“  the  Deity  ”  (Hume’s  England ,  cli.  viii.)  Or,  1  not  keeping 
*  to  the  Head ’  (Col.  ii.  19) :  for,  though  our  blessed  Lord  is 
indeed  Deity ,  yet,  he  is  such  by  generation  and  communica¬ 
tion  of  the  paternal  nature  of  his  Heavenly  Father ;  as  lie 
himself  was  always  earnest  to  impress  on  the  minds  of  his 
disciples.  These  observations,  are  to  be  applied  also  to 
2  Pet.  i.  1.  (See  the  former  Annot.  to  that  place.)  Mac- 
knight  is  sound  in  his  canons,  and  correct  in  his  examples  : 
“Though,  in  general,  the  article  renders  a  word  emphatical , 
“  it  is  sometimes  used  where  no  emphasis  is  intended.  —  On 
“  the  other  hand,  some  words  which  want  the  article,  are 
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“  emphatical ,  and  must  be  translated  as  if  the  article  were 
44  prefixed;  e.  g.  Matt.  i.  18,  ex  ‘Tveu/xaros  ay/ou  —  *  of  the 
4  Holy  Spirit.’  Mark,  i.  1,  viou  Oeov — ‘  of  the  Son  of  God.’ 
44  John,  iii.  6,  wjparog —  ‘of  the  Spirit.’  Titus,  ii.  13,  xa/ 
“  tfiwT-jjgos  Tjfiuv  lye ou,  for  rou  ‘sojrrjgog — 4  and  of  our  Saviour  J.  C/  ” 
(Vol.  i.  pp.  97,  108.)  So,  also,  in  2  Pet.  i.  1,  we  are  to 
understand,  rou  0.  7},auv  xa/  (rov)  ffcorTjgos  I.  x. — 4  of  our  God, 
4  and  (of  our )  Saviour  J .  C.’ 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  5.  the  washing  of  regeneration  and  renewing  of  the 
Holy  Spirit.'] — This  is  the  only  place  in  the  New  Covenant , 
where  the  word  -rahr/yivesia — 4  regeneration ,’  occurs  in  a 
doctrinal  sense,  and  which  St.  Paul  expresses  by  xa/^  y.neig  — 
4  a  new  creation yet,  how  many  volumes  of  angry  contro¬ 
versy  has  it  occasioned :  calculated  to  render  it  question¬ 
able,  whether  the  controversialists  themselves  have  yet 
obtained  the  regenerating  grace.  The  cause  of  which  un¬ 
christian  warfare,  is  this ;  that  the  parties  opposed,  putting 
their  own  case  entirely  out  of  their  contemplation,  strive 
only  to  shew,  that  their  adversaries  have  not  obtained  the 
grace :  leaving  the  bystander  strong  ground  for  inference,  that 
both  have  yet  to  undergo  the  renovating  process.  Whereas, 
if  there  is  any  question  absolutely  and  exclusively  personal 
and  secret  between  man  and  God,  it  is  the  question  of  his 
personal  calling  to  the  knowledge  and  belief  of  the  Gospel. 
44  Who  art  thou,  that  condemnest  another  mans  servant ?” 
4  4  No  one,”  affirms  St.  Paul,  “  can  say ,  4  Jesus  is  the  Lord ,’ 
44  but  by  the  Holy  Spirit,”  1  Cor.  xii.  3  ;  and,  44  What  man 
44  knoweth  the  things  of  a  man ,  but  the  spirit  of  the  man 
44  which  is  in  him?'’  ib.  ii.  11. 

Ver.  8  and  14.  to  excel  in  good  works.]  ha 
y.ctXuv  egyuv  KgoisraffOai —  Our  authorised  English  version,  of 
King  James,  in  1611,  renders  rrg o'/sragOai , 4  careful  to  maintain 
4  good  works.’  In  the  first  edition  from  the  Greek ,  by 
Tyndale  in  1525,  it  is  rendered  4  cxcelle which  rendering, 
was  retained  till  the  reign  of  King  James.  “Whitby” 
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(observed  Parkliurst),  “  interprets,  to  4  excel  ’  or  outstrip 
41  others  in  good  works;”  but  he  adds;  44  I  apprehend,  that 
“  TgoYaraodcu  should  have  been  joined  by  a  dative." — The 
Theological  Reviewer ,  nevertheless,  exclaims  ;  “Never  before , 
44  was  the  correctness  of  our  authorised  translation  called  in 
“  question:  but,  it  is  not  satisfactory  to  Mr.  P.,  lie,  accord¬ 
ingly,  substitutes  for  it  —  to  ‘  excel'  in  good  works;  a 
44  sense  in  itself  unobjectionable,  but  which,  unfortunately , 
44  is  attended  with  a  manifest  violation  of  syntax : — r.aXtov 
44  sgyuv  rroo/a-aoQcu,  can  mean  nothing  but  that  which  is  ex - 
44  pressed  in  our  common  version.”  I  shall  not  question  the 
fact  of  ray  Theological  Corrector’s  knowledge ,  that  Tyndalc 
and  Whitby  rendered  4  excel:'  I  shall  only  suggest  to  him, 
whether  he  is  sure,  that  he  has  himself  taken  up  the  syntax 
by  the  right  end?  It  is  quite  clear,  that  he  has  not  —  ll)e  Te 
4  fabula  narratur Thus,  by  a  judicial  ignorance,  he  has 
directed  to  those  learned  persons,  the  taunt  which  he  hoped 
would  hare  fallen  on  me. 

The  order  of  the  syntax  and  of  the  words ,  is  the  same 
here  as  in  Exod.  XX.  8,  fj.V7iGQr,Ti  rr,v  i\(i  egav  rw  Gat3$aru)v 
uynx^eiv  u-jrr,v :  SO  here — iva  y.aXuv  egytijy,  crgcYffrccGOca 

(avroig  sub.)  The  words  y.uXuv  sgywv,  are  duly  governed  in 
the  genitive,  prospectively,  by  the  verb  ppvrigwi,  or,  by  the 
preposition  mot  sub.;  and  not  retrospectively  by  <rg©/Vra<rda/,  as 
has  been  too  hastily  assumed.  —  usus  hujus  verbi, 

44  quo  ponitur  pro  curam  gero ,  euro,  frequentior  est;  et  qui- 
44  dem  cum  genitivo ,  ut  modo  dixi:  sed  is  interdum  praefixam 
44  habet  pr<z?pos.  <regi,  vel  vveg.”  (Steph.  Thes.  Gr.)  And  this 
construction  in  ver.  8,  directs  us  to  the  parallel  construction, 
in  the  following  : 

Ver.  14,  learn  to  excel.~\  /xuvOavercuGav — x.a}.uv  tgyuv,  c^o- 
Ycraodcti :  —  Hoogeveen,  on  the  sentence  olrug  eyu  rr, ;  yico^g 
(Plut.),  observes :  44  rectc  observat  Cl.  Bos. :  ante  yveo/^g 
44  in  proclivi  est  intelligere  preepos.  mp ;  ut  sit  integra  locutio. 
44  ovrwg  eyu(reoi)  rtf;  yvui/irjg.”  (A  ot.  ad  Viger.  p.  25 1 ,  ed.  1  /GG.) 
So,  tlie  4  integra  locutio ’  of  this  sentence  will  be;  fiavduvtrueav 
de  y.ai  oi  r,/LtTigoi  (<re»/)  xaXuv  toywv,  ‘rgo'iGraGOa.i  ( uvroig )  :  St.  Paul 
uses  ‘Tgo'/Graodca  in  the  sense  of  the  Latin  1  prccstarc,'  which 
signifies,  both  to  4  stand  before ,’  and  to  4  excel ;  and  the  Latin 
Vulgate ,  also,  renders  4  prcccsse,'  in  both  passages. 


PHILEMON 


Ver.  14.  did  he  hastily  quit  thee ,  for  a  moment :] 
44  T aya,  r ayeug,  cog  trapa,  ca^cog.  Hesycll.  raya,  7\  rayecog,  fj 
44  royov.  Suid.  —  raya  est,  per  syncopen,  neutruin  plurale 
“  rayea,  adverbialiter.”  (Damm.  Lex.)  44  T aya  pro  rayut 
44  sive  rayecog,  ‘ccleriter.’  (Steph.)  : — 4 preecipitantcr,'  xuOavsg 
44  ci  rayeig  rcov  diaxovcov,  o’/  rrpv  axovffa/  av  to  Xeyo/isv ov  exdeovc/v.f> 
( Ih .  Aristot.  Eth.) — 44  like  those  hasty  servants ,  who  run  off 
“  before  they  have  heard  all  that  is  being  said  to  them  — 

lb.  that  thou  sliouldest  repel  him  for  ever?]  ha  aorov 
aiuv/ov  antyrig  (arro  too  sub.  For  the  proper  sense  of  aneyco, 
see  above,  the  long  Annot.  to  Matt.  vi.  6.  —  The  Theological 
Reviewer  thinks,  that  this  is  a  44  most  inhuman  mangling  of 
“  the  beautiful  reflection  of  the  aged  apostle ,  as  it  is  given 
44  in  our  common  version  from  the  Latin  — 4  Forsitan  ideo 
1  discessit  ad  horam  a  te,  ut  aeternuin  ilium  recipcrcsV  — 
4  perhaps  he  therefore  departed  for  a  season,  that  thou 
4  shouldcst  receive  him  for  ever ”)  I  find  in  it,  however, 
quite  as  much  beauty ,  more  pathos ,  more  pertinent  meaning , 
and  a  much  closer  correspondence  with  the  Greek  sense  of 
uTtyco. 


ST.  JAMES. 


GENERAL  EPISTLE  TO  THE  TWELVE  TRIBES. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  2.  your  synagogue, ]  rr/v  aumyuyqv  vfiuv : — 11  Castum 
“  sacrum ,  addit  enim,  Vestrum  ;  uomen  a  Judais  ad  Christ- 
“  ianos  traductum —  “the  name  synagogue ,  had  passed 
“ from  the  Jews  to  the  Christians ,”  says  Bengel ;  which  was 
an  oversight  of  the  learned  annotator.  This,  is  the  last  appli¬ 
cation,  by  any  apostle,  of  the  word  auvaywyi)  to  a  Christian  place 
of  worship.  It  is  used  here,  only  by  theirs*  Hebrew  bishop 
of  Jerusalem,  St.  James;  who  himself,  in  his  last  chapter,  uses 
exxXt )<ua — 1  Church  *  In  all  his  epistles,  St.  Paul  employs  only 
the  term  ixxXjj<r/« — 1  Church' 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  7.  (Gr.  6.)  kindled  in  the  birth.]  i/cro  rrjg  yewyg  (yewu 
pro  yi  veut  Steph.  Lex.): — not ,  u?ro  rrtg  yeevvqg — ‘set  on  fire 
‘  of  Gehenna  or  Hell,’  as  our  common  reading  gives  it;  which 
plainly  exposes  itself  to  be  a  ‘  lusus  etymologies’  of  the  dark¬ 
ening  ages,  and  to  have  no  relation  to  the  subject.1 — rt  yXueca, 
"Tup.  •—  oi/Tuig  7]  yXuffffa —  <pXoyi^ou<fa  rov  rgoysov  Trig  yeveaeug,  xgu 
<pXoyi^o/xevrt  vko  yewr,g.  Here  the  identity,  both  of  the  agent 
and  action ,  declares  itself:  —  “the  tongue ,  is  a  fire:  as  the 
“  tongue  engenders  or  inflames  its  successors  (rrtg  yeveseug),  so 
“  it  is  engendered  or  inflamed  by  its  predecessors  (Oto  yemjs).” 
It  is  not  possible  to  devise  a  sentence  whose  structure,  and 
whose  part9  and  correspondences  more  demonstrably  prove 
its  import  and  its  originality.  “ Lingua  —  inflammat  rotam 


1  See  Steph.  Th.  Gr.  tom.  iv.  p.  672,  and  Valpy,  tom.  i.  p.  cccc.  u.  ycm*. 


150 


SUPPLEMENTAL  ANNOTATIONS. 


Chap.  III. 


“  nativitatis  nostrce ,  inflammata  a  nativitate not,  ‘  a  gehenna,' 
as  the  Lat.  Vulg .  Ps.  lviii.  3.  *  The  wicked  are  estranged 

I  from  the  womb:  as  soon  as  they  are  born,  they  go  astray ,  and 
‘  speak  lies' 

Matthaei’s  note  (Gr.  Test.)  on  the  preceding  word  yeve- 
<TEwg,  extends  its  sense  and  its  efficacy  equally  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing  correction,  of  yewqg  for  yeewr,g :  “  Nullum  nec  postea 
“  Cod .  reperi,  qui  haberet  yeewrjg ;  —  fortasse  ex  proximo 
“  occuparant  scribce.  Conjici  possit,  olim  lectum  esse  yemjc, 
lt  idque  expositum  esse  yeveaeug,  ac  deinde  mutatum  esse  in 
u  yeewTjg.  —  Si  omnino  legendum  sit  yeewtjfj  rgo%og  jam  non 

II  rota ,  nec  cursus  erit,  sed  tormentum.  —  yeewrig,  ergo  nil  nisi 
“  error  scribarum  videtur  esse."  For  this  important  recovery, 
we  are  indebted  to  Matthsei ;  who,  at  the  same  time,  was 
not  aware  of  its  full  extent  to  the  following  clause. 

The  MS.  Scholia ,  to  Cyril,  of  the  fifth  century,  and 
CEcumenius,  of  the  tenth,  read  yeewa — 1  Gehenna  or  Hell,'  in 
both  clauses  of  the  verse.  Our  common  version,  following 
the  rec.  Greek  yeewa  only  in. the  latter  clause ,  renders,  *  set 
1  on  fire  of  Hell;'  where  Bloomfield  remarks:  11  Here  is 
“  (observes  Dr.  Burton)  a  very  strong  metaphor."  So  also 
Trollope  ;  “  There  is  a  strong  metaphor  in  the  words"  But, 
it  is  now  evident,  that  the  word  was  not  so  written  by  the 
apostle,  but  has  been  qualified  by  his  later  officious  copyist. 
See  above,  p.  117,  the  forms  i  and  ge,  as  in  avvegyu,  <r\j»et gyw» 
ccwegyw,  axeegyu ;  which  forms  seem  to  have  lured  the  phi- 
loponist ,  from  ytwtjg  to  yeew^g.  In  fact,  the  word  yttnn  — 
‘  gehenna,'  is  nowhere 1  used,  at  all,  in  the  whole  Greek 
Scriptures,  Old  or  New,  except  by  our  Lord  himself ,  and 
that,  only  in  his  parabolical  discourses,  in  Matthew,  Mark, 
and  Luke;  so  that  the  reading  ystvni,  found  in  this  passage  of 
the  prevailing  text  of  James,  betrays  the  ignorance  of  some 
clerical  copyist  of  the  darkening  ages,  who  mistook  the  pro¬ 
vincial  form  yinrt,  for  his  more  familiar  term  ysemj.  Nor  is 
that  altogether  surprising,  since  the  form  yew ct  (yew? j  Ion.),  is 
almost  wholly  confined  to  such  rare  writers  as  Pindar,  O.  7, 
40,  P.  4,  178,  and  Lycophron,  v.  644,  1447. 

1  It  is  a  reprehensible  freedom  of  the  worthy  Parkhurst,  where  lie  refers 
the  proper  name  r*«ri>a,  in  Josh,  xviii.  16,  (without  any  remark,)  to  the  word 
yttjvcL  in  his  Gr.  Lex.  Trominius,  admits  neither  of  these  words  in  his  copious 
‘  Concordance  ’  of  the  Septuagint. 


ST.  PETER. 


TWO  GENERAL  EPISTLES. 


I. 

CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  3.  For,  the  time  past  of  {your)  life  sufficeth  to  have 
wrought  the  will  of  the  Gentiles ,  walking  in  —  abominable 
Idolatries .]  ctgxerog  yag  6  t?aos\Tj\u8ojg  ygovog  tcu  (3ioo  to  ,aa  ruv 
edvuv  x.arsgya.cra.ff8cu  trexogiu/zsvovg —  aOi^iToig  e tduXoXuTgticug,  Vatic . 
and  Alex. : —  “  Sufficit  enim  pneteritum  tempus  ad  volun- 
“  tatem  Gentium  consummandam,  his  qui  ambulaverunt  in  — 
“  illicitis  idolorum  cultibus!'  Lat.  Vulg.  —  In  those  most 
ancient  copies,  no  pronoun  was  expressed  in  this  passage; 
but,  in  the  first  printed  copies,  which  were  taken  from  the 
later  MSS.,  Erasmus  inserted  n}uv  in  his  edition  ;  and  Car¬ 
dinal  Ximenes  inserted  v/miv  in  his  Complutensian  edition  ;  of 
which  two  works,  above  20  editions  were  printed  of  the  former, 
and  14  of  the  latter.  (Bp.  Marsh’s  Michaelis ,  Sec.  vol.  ii. 
pp.  845,  848.)  The  sense  of  the  reading  l/u v,  is  confirmed  by 
the  following  description,  ccOefuroig  ub<u\o\arguuig — *  abominable 
6  idolatries since,  Peter  certainly  did  not  include  himself 
among  the  number  of  converted  idolaters.  Ximenes,  there¬ 
fore,  gave  the  true  meaning  of  the  apostle’s  word,  \jfuv — ‘you; 
and  Erasmus  has  misled  all  our  translators,  by  introducing 
the  reading  npiv — *  we.*  I  therefore  observed,  in  the  Preface 
of  my  larger  work,  that  I  was  surprised  at  the  emphasis  w-ith 
which  Dr.  B.  urges, 1  especially  the  authority  of  the  invaluable 
1  Editio  Princeps  —  because,  Erasmus  altered  his  text  in 
each  of  his/oar  succeeding  editions  ;  in  the  last  of  which,  lie 
had  obtained  only  eight  junior  MSS. ;  and  certainly,  his 
reading  is  false,  in  this  single  instance. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  13.  The  church  at  Babylon ,  saluteth  you.]  “  In 
“  the  sixth  century ,  Christianity  was  successfully  preached 


152 


SUPPLEMENTAL  ANNOTATIONS. 


Ciiap.  III. 


u  to  the  Bactrians ,  the  Huns ,  the  Persians ,  the  Indians , 
“  the  Pers-armenians,  the  Medes,  and  the  Elamites:  the 
“  barbaric  churches,  from  the  Gulf  of  Persia  to  the  Caspian 
“  Seaf  were  almost  infinite;  and  their  recent  faith  was  con- 
“  spicuous  in  the  number  and  sanctity  of  their  monks  and 
“  martyrs.  The  Pepper  Coast  of  Malabar ,  and  the  isles  of 
“  the  ocean,  Socotora  and  Ceylon,  were  peopled  with  an 
“  increasing  multitude  of  Christians;  and  the  Bishops  and 
t{  Clergy  of  those  sequestered  regions  derived  their  ordination 
“from  the  Catholic  of  Babylon.”  (Gibbon,  Decline  and  Fall , 
c.  xlvii.)  This  explicit  passage  settles  the  question,  Whe¬ 
ther  the  ‘ Babylon  *  of  St.  Peter  is  to  be  here  accepted  as 
*  historical or,  as  only  *  figurative as  stated  by  some 
learned  annotators. 


II. 

CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  10.  the  earth  also,  and  the  works  that  are  in  it, 
will  be  discovered .]  xa/  yjj,  xa /  ra  tv  ayrij  egya,  rai. 

Vatic.:  —  This,  is  the  most  ancient  reading  of  this  passage; 
and  it  would  seem,  as  if  the  variation  to  the  received 
reading,  y.aray.ar^zrai — ‘  be  bin  ned  up ,  had  been  suggested  to 
the  philoponist  by  the  resemblance  of  sound  of  the  Latin 

*  urentur  *  to  the  Greek  E^fijnnu.  (Conf.  the  previous  Annot. 
to  Luke,  xviii.  8.) 

Ver.  13.  But  ye,  according  to  His  promise,  look  for  a 
New  Heaven  and  a  New  Earth ,  in  which  dwelleth  Justifi¬ 
cation.']  dixaioffjvr, : — In  this  last  word,  lies  all  its  importance 
and  value  to  us.  We  are  well  aware,  that  '  righteousness *  will 
dwell  there  ;  but,  what  will  that  avail  to  us,  if  that  were  all ? 
But,  it  is  the  assurance,  that  ‘  justification '  may  be  obtained 
by  us,  that  constitutes  all  its  value  to  us.  Here,  then,  is  the 
essential  importance,  of  duly  discriminating  between  the 
senses  of  ‘Justification'  and  *  Righteousness,  which  is  pointed 
out  in  the  former  Annot.  to  JHatt.  iii.  15.  We  may  aspire  to 

*  Justification  *  but  we  can  never  aspire  to  the  simple  quality 
and  title  of  ‘  Righteousness  * 

O 
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EPISTLE  TO  THE  SEVEN  CHURCHES  OP  ASIA  MINOR. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Ver.  9.  I — was  in  the  island  that  is  called  P atmos.]  See 
after,  c.  xix.  8. 


CHAPTER  III. 

Ver.  1.  He  who  hath  the  seven  Spirits  of  God,  &c.]  6 
TU  irrr a  nvev/j. ara  rou  Geov  EXHN  :  —  This  passage,  fully  exposes 
the  futility  of  Micbaelis’s  remark  on  ch.  i.  4,  5  :  “  The  true 
“  and  eternal  Godhead  of  Christ,”  he  observes, u  is  certainly 
“  not  taught  in  the  Apocalypse  so  clearly  as  in  St.  John’s 
“  Gospel ,  though  the  author  speaks  in  enthusiastic  lan- 
“  guage  of  the  greatness  of  Christ’s  ministry,  and  the  glory 
“  communicated  to  his  human  nature.  At  the  very  be- 
“  ginning  of  the  book  (he  further  observes),  Christ  is  placed 
“  after  the  seven  Spirits  who  stand  near  the  throne  of  God ” 
(vol.  iv.  p.  539).  The  futility  of  that  remark,  is  amply  ex¬ 
posed  by  the  fact  revealed  in  this  chapter;  namely,  that, 
“  both  the  seven  Spirits ,  and  the  seven  Starst  are  had  or  held , 
“  equally  under  the  authority  of  Christ ,  as  of  the  Father .” 
If,  therefore,  Michaelis  had  collated  both  passages ,  before  he 
wrote  his  remark  on  the  former ,  he  might  have  avoided  ibis 
unmeaning  and  censurable  observation. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  6.  living  ^creatures.]  £ua: — The  Latin  version  ren¬ 
ders  this  word  ‘  animalia]  which  Erasmus  has  preserved.  It 
might  have  been  expressed  more  closely,  *  viventia ]  but  the 
Latin  did  not  use  that  participle  with  a  substantive  sense: 
“  participii  viventium  ita  positi,  ijon  recordor.”  (Steph. 
Wiclif  rendered  1  four  e  beastis,’  which  his  first  revisers  re¬ 
tained,*  iiii.  beastes.'  It  is  surprising,  that  King  James's  revision 
in  the  17th  century,  should  not  have  corrected  so  manifest  an 
impropriety.  Bloomfield  renders  *  living -creatures]  and  justly 
adds  :  “  The  propriety  of  this  construction  is  now,  I  believe, 
“  generally  agreed  upon  by  coin meuta tors.  The  word  is  very 
**  different  from  Ct^iov,  used  to  designate  the  *  prophetic 

*  Beast'  in  the  13th  and  following  chapters.” — But,  this  in¬ 
terpretation  is  still  defective  in  those  places.  The  word 

*  beast ]  comprises  all  irrational  animals ;  whereas,  the  word 
Or^/ovt  is  restricted  to  the  sense  of  *  fera  —  a  wild  beast and 
eminently,  *  a  beast  of  preg ]  which  is  the  design  in  this  place. 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  3,  13.  below  the  earth.]  See  above  Annot.  to 
Philipp,  ii.  10. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Ver.  I.  one  of  the  seven  Seals.]  The  * seals'  of  a  Prophetic 
Record,  may  be  presumed  to  be  emblematical  of  its  contents. 
By  those  contents,  the  correspondence  of  the  emblems  may 
afterwards  be  traced.  We  have  seen,  in  the  introductory 
observations  to  the  former  Annotations  to  this  Book,  that 
the  great  subject  of  the  Record,  is  the  succession  of  four  great 
Imperial  Conquerors  (Babylonian — Persian — Macedonian — 
and  Roman),  and  the  general  sequel  of  events  to  the  end  of 
time;  all  which,  are  briefly  portrayed  in  the  *  seven  Seals.' 

The  *  Bow]  which  distinguishes  the  Conqueror  in  the 
first  seal,  characterises  the  empire  of  Babylon.  “  I  will 
“  break  the  *  Bow'  of  Elam ,  the  chief  of  their  might." 
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(Jerem.  xlix.  35.)  Daniel  has  recorded,  that  “  the  Baby- 
“  Ionian  palace  of  Shuslian  was  situated  in  tlie  province  of 
“Elam."  (Ch.  viii.  2.) 

The  1  Sword y  which  distinguishes  tiie  second  seal,  charac¬ 
terises  the  Persian  conqueror  of  Babylon.  “  A  ‘  Sword’  is 
u  upon  the  Chaldeans,  saith  the  Lord,  and  upon  the  in- 
“  habitants  of  Babylon.”  (Jerem.  1.  35.) 

The  protection  afforded  by  the  Conqueror  with  the  ‘  Ba- 
1  lance ,  or  Scales /  in  the  third  seal,  corresponds  to  tlie  im¬ 
munities  granted  to  the  Jewish  church  and  nation  by  the 
Macedonian  conqueror  of  Persia,  as  recorded  by  the  Jewish 
historian  ;  and  especially,  to  their  exemption  from  tribute 
during  every  untilled  seventh  yeart  or  year  of  Jubilee d  That 
a  ‘denarius’  or  l$d.  was  an  equitable  daily  consumption  for 
food,  we  learn  from  the  parable  in  Matt.  xix.  32.  (Or.  xx.  2). 

The  designations  of  * Death  ’  and  tlie  ‘  Grave  *  which  are 
attached  to  the  Conqueror  in  the  fourth  seal,  and  which 
answer  to  Daniel’s  description,  1  dreadful  and  terrible * 
(ch.  vii.  7),  correspond  to  the  fourth  or  Roman  Conqueror, 
whose  empire  commenced  coincidentally  with  the  Christian 
Church. 

The  fifth  seal,  stamped  with  the  character  of  the  ‘Era  of 
1  Martyrs j  represents  the  general  fate  of  that  church  and  of 
its  members,  under  the  last  Conqueror,  to  the  end  of  time. 

The  sixth  seal,  represents  the  final  fate  of  the  collective 
adversaries  of  that  church,  at  that  terminating  crisis. 

The  seventh  seal,  represents  the  conclusion  of  time,  and 
the  Renovation  of  the  Visible  Creation ,  for  eternal  con¬ 
tinuance. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

Ver.  4,  d'C.  a  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  were 
sealed ,  out  of  all  the  tribes,  &c.]  i.  e.  were  selected ,  and 

1  “ - All  which  particulars  rendering  him  ( Alexander )  kindly  affected  to 

“  the  Jews,  he  called  them  together  when  he  was  on  his  departure,  and  bid  them 
“  ask,  what  they  had  to  desire  of  him  ?  Whereon,  they  having  petitioned  him, 
“  that  they  might  have  the  freedom  of  their  country -laws  and  religion,  and  be 
£t  exempted  every  seventh  year  from  paying  any  tribute ,  because  in  that  year, 
“  according  to  their  Lawt  they  neither  sowed  nor  reaped ,  Alexander  readily 
“  granted  them  all  this  request.” — Prideaux,  Connection ,  &.c.  Part  i.  p.  3C5, 
fol.  Conf.  Joseph.  A.  J.  xi.  5.  p.  582. 
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marked.  These  selections  from  each  tribe,  illustrate  the 
declaration  of  St.  Paul  in  Horn.  ix.  7,  “  all  are  not  Israel, 
“  who  are  from  Israel:”  and  that  also,  Rom.  xi.  25,  “  all 
“  who  are  Israel  will  be  saved.” 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

Ver.  13.  an  Eagle. ]  aerou:  —  not  ayyeXovf  as  in  the  rec. 
text.  The  agreement  of  the  oldest  Vat.  and  Mosc.  MSS.  in 
this  reading,  has  caused  Matthaei,  Bloomfield,  and  Scholz, 
to  adopt  it  in  their  texts.  Burton,  though  he  has  printed 
ayyeXou  in  his  text,  subjoins  in  a  note,  ‘lege  aerou/  Cardwell 
gives  this  reading  in  his  margin.  Trollope  has  not  noticed 
it,  because  it  was  not  noticed  by  Mill,  whom  he  follows ; 
but,  the  reading  had  not  been  detected  in  the  age  of  Mill. 


CHAPTER  X. 

Ver.  7.  the  mystery  cf  God.]  The  *  mystery  of  God* 
which  is  to  be  ‘ finished ,’  denotes  the  present  problematical 
state  of  things,  or  ‘  visible  Creation combining  an  intricate 
and  seemingly  confused  mixture  of  good  and  evil  agencies,  in 
continual  antagonist  operation;  without  the  appearance  of 
the  Cause,  who  alone  can  resolve  the  problem.  The  several 
dispensations  o i  ‘  Revelation ,*  have  been  partial  and  special 
solutions  of  that  problem;  which  will  ultimately  be  resolved, 
and  unreservedly  revealed,  to  the  entire  intellectual  and 
moral  creation  of  the  universe,  at  the  approaching  period 
here  noted  by  the  prophecy.  (See  former  Annot.) 


CHAPTER  XIII. 


Ver.  8.  written  —  from  the  foundation  of  the  world.*] 
So  the  words  should  be  connected,  as  in  ch.  xvii.  9 ;  (not, 
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‘  slain  from  the  foundation  of  the  world,'  as  in  our  authorised 
version). 

*  and  all  the  inhabiters  of  the  earth,  whose  name  hath  not  been 
4  written  from  the  foundation  of  the  world  in  the  book  of  life  of  the 
*  Lamb  that  was  slain’ — 

So  rendered  Dr.  Hammond ;  and  so,  also,  his  learned  con¬ 
temporary  Knatchbull,  who,  referring  to  ch.  xvii.  8  (Gr.), 
observes,  “  quod  plane  innuit,  to,  axo  xarcc (3oXijg  xoapov  de- 
4<  bere  construi  cum  uv  ou  yty^a^rai,  et  non  cum  too  agviou 
“  Bffpayfbevou.” 

Ver.  14.  It  deceiveth  my  people ,  &c.]  ir'ka.vu.  roog  epoug  roog 
xar.: —  The  important  distinction,  expressed  by  roog  e/zoug — 
1  mine  or  my  people  who  dwell,’  has  lapsed  from  the  received 
text ;  but  is  found  in  the  Vat.  and  Mosc.  copies,  and  is  duly 
reinstated  by  Mattheei. 

Here  we  must  notice,  very  particularly,  that  to  the 
‘Dragon’  or  ‘Satan,’  is  ascribed,  generally,  the  “  deceiving 
“  the  whole  earth,"  ch.  xii.  9,  xx.  2;  whereas,  to  the  4  False 
‘Prophet,’  (that  is,  False  Propounder  of  the  Gospel ,)  is 
ascribed  specially,  the  “  deceiving  (i.  e.  striving  to  deceive) 
“  mine,  or  my  people:’’  shewing,  that  the  latter  deceiver  is 
to  be  sought  within  the  pale  of  the  Christian  Church :  —  so 
also,  to og  t/ioog  dovXoug,  ch.  ii.  22  (Gr.  20.) 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

Ver.  8.  Fear  the  Lord  V\  xupov: —  Vat.  and  Mosc.,  not 

Qeov. 


CHAPTER  XVII. 

Ver.  9.  they  that  dwell  on  the  earth  will  view  with  won¬ 
der,  when  they  see,  that  the  Wild-Beast  that  was ,  is  not, 
and  yet  will  de  present.]  Wild-Beast:  see  above,  Annot. 
to  C.  iv.  6. —  0ATMA2ONTAP  m  fiXtKovTwv,  on  yv  to  Qripov,  KAI 
OTK  E2TI  KAI  nAPEZTAI: — 9aopa£tiv,‘ spectare  cum  admira- 
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*  tione’ — behold  with  admiration.  (Steph.  Thes.  Gr.  Valpy, 
tom.  ii.  p.  113,  A.)  —  This  verse,  is  a  summary  repetition 
of  the  more  copious  clause  which  immediately  precedes  it  — 
ft  The  Wild- Beast  that  was ,  and  is  not,  vet  will  ascend 
li  out  of  the  abyssy  and  go  into  perdition.” —  Oqgiov  6 
£/5sg,  7)V,  KAI  OTK  E2T1,  KAI  MEAAEI  ANA BAINEIN  ex  rqg 

ufiuffffou  xat  EI2  ATIOAEIAN  TJIArEIN. - The  Greek  text , 

as  first  printed  by  Erasmus,  was  —  to  6rjpov  on  jjv,  xai  ovx  tan, 
KAinEP  E2TI.  The  Latin  version  (from  the  commencement 
of  the  Western  Churches)  only  rendered  the  former  clause — 
1  Bestiam  quce  erat  et  non  est,’  omitting  the  sense  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Greek  words,  xaiveo  sgn.  But,  the  numerous  ancient 
MSS.,  which  were  disclosed  immediately  after  the  age  of 
Erasmus,  testified,  that  the  primitive  reading  of  the  Evangelist 
was,  fiXe-zovruv  ro  tir/Oiov  on  rjv,  KAI  OTK  E2TI,  KAI  IIAPE2TAI. 
This  was  shewn  by  the  most  ancient  surviving  facsimile  copy 
of  the  Apocalypse,  that  of  the  Alexandrian  MS.: 

BxerroNTcoNTo 

eHpONOTIHNKXlOYK^CTINKXITTX^, 

ecrxi- 

fiXmovrcov  to 

Dr^iov  OTi  r,v  kcli  ovx  wtw'  xgu  sra£- 
zoTccf 

Those  testimonies,  were  thus  produced  by  Wetstein,  and 
afterwards  by  Scholz  (or  Schulz):  “  xcnr:to  egnv,  recepta  cum 
“  codicibus  plurimis  :  Sed,  xou  Kuoigrut  A,  B,  2,  3,  4,  6,  7,  8, 
“  9,  13,  14,  17,  18,  19,  2G,  29,  al.  pi.  Ed.  Complut.  Plant. 
“  Genev.  Versio  JEthiop.  Copt.  Arab.  &c.,  proban te  II. 
“  Grotio ,  J.  Mede ,  J.  Millio.” —  Bengel,  has  given  us  an 
elaborate  note  on  this  reading,  the  force  of  which  is  com¬ 
prised  in  tlie  following  passage  : — (i  xai  crcto‘grai :  Sic  habent 
“  antiqua  documenta,  summo  consensu:  (nonnulla,  xai  cra.0- 
“  egnv) — ipse  Erasmus,  si  viveret,  tot  codicibus  quorum 
“  nunc  copia  est  herbam,  ut  arbitror  porrigeret;  et  asseclas 
“  suos  miraretur  qui  lectiones  ah  ipso  olim  cay  re  constitutes 
“  tam  religione  tuentur.” 

The  following,  was  therefore  the  entire  import  of  the 
Angel’s  communication  :  —  ‘  The  Wild-Beast  that  thou 
1  sawest,  which  was ,  but  is  not,  will  vet  ascend  out  of 
‘  the  abyss,  and  go  into  peedition  :  and  they  that  dwell 
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*  on  the  earthy  (whose  names  have  not  been  written  in  the 
‘  Book  of  Life  from  the  foundation  of  the  world,)  will  view 
1  with  wonder  and  admiration,  when  they  see ;  That  the 
4  Wild-Beast  tuat  was,  but  is  not,avill  yet  be  present.’ 

That  import,  would  seem  to  imply ;  That  the  departed 
subject  of  this  prediction ,  after  having  elsewhere  fulfilled  the 
lot  of  his  mortality ,  would  be  translated  from  his  first  depo¬ 
sitory,  and  be  recommitted  to  a  final  and  general  receptacle  of 
the  dead. 

Ver.  12.  (Gr.  11.)  the  Eighth  (king)  i9  distinct  from  the 
Seven.]  avro$  OrAOOS  etfr/,  xai  tx  tuv  eerra: —  Archdeacon 
Woodhouse  (in  his  p.  432),  correctly  describes  this  figure : 
u  subsisting ,  after  the  Seven  Heads  were  gone.”  Those  ‘ Heads' 
were,  in  their  successions,  the  Babylonian ,  Persian ,  Mace - 
donian,  Roman, Grecian,  Franhish, Germanic,  the  last  of  which 
was  extinguished,  in  the  year  1806.  In  1804,  commenced  the 
French  Empire;  which  was  extinguished,  in  1815.  Such,  was 
the  ephemeral  existence  of  that  French  Empire.  That  glaring, 
and  portentous  meteor  in  the  moral  and  political  firmament 
of  Christendom;  its  sudden  rise;  its  rapid  ascension  and  cul¬ 
mination  ;  its  raging  power ;  its  speedy  extinction,  after  the 
extinction  of  the  last  remaining  eminence  of  Roman  Empire; 
its  lifeless  reappearance  among  the  multitudes  of  the  Northern 
hemisphere,  after  lying,  for  twenty  years ,  in  its  remote  and 
solitary  interment  in  the  Southern  hemisphere :  all  these  are 
phenomena,  qualified  permanently  to  fix  the  thought  and  at¬ 
tention  of  the  present  entire  Christian  world,  in  wakeful  ex¬ 
pectation  of  the  sequel  which  it  may  be  designed  to  presage. 
(Compare  above,  Annott.  to  ch.  vi.  1,  and  to  Luke,  xviii.  8, 
p.  78.) 

“  The  body,  was  exposed  to  view.  Ills  features  were  so  little  changed, 
“  that  his  face  was  recognised  by  those  who  had  known  it  when  alive. —  II is 
“hands,  were  singularly  well  preserved. —  II is  entire  person,  presented  the 
“  appearance  of  one  lately  interred.” —  From  the  Act  of  Disinterring ,  &c.  St. 
Helena,  Oct.  13,  1040.  (MoNiTEun,  Dec.  7-) 


CHAPTER  XVIII. 

Vcr.  13.  of  bodies ,  and  lives  of  men.]  xai  aw/Laruv,  xai 
vj/up/as  ctvOguxwv : — Tlicse  five  words  form  together  a  peri- 
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phrasis,  denoting  slaves.  The  Lat.  Vulg.  renders,  ‘  manci- 
‘  piorum  et  animarum  hominum,’  which  Wiclif  rendered, 
*  of  servauntes  and  otliire  ly  ves  of  men.’  Tyndale,  ‘  of 
‘  boddyes  and  solles  of  men.’  Our  last  revisers,  preferring 
the  Latin  version,  have  rendered  tu/iaruv  ‘  slaves /  and 
1  souls.1  But  Pollux,  who  wrote  in  the  second  century,  ex¬ 
pressly  says,  that  cupara.  alone,  did  not  then  denote  slaves  — 
Gcafiara  anXug  oux  av  eirroi$,  aXXa  BovXa  swpara  (iii.  78)  ;  as 
opposed  to  supara  oixeia  —  domestic  servants  ( lb .  ii.  §  235). 
At  a  later  period,  <r&i fictra  seems  to  have  been  popularly  used 
with  restriction  to  slaves ,  whence,  <fu{ia,Tt[Lxogtiov — ‘  a  slave - 
6  market  ;* — ■4'u%as,  is  to  be  understood  in  its  first  sense 
given  by  Suicer — “  proprie  competit  corporibus  viventibus  ** 
— i.  e.  *  lives.9  We  are,  therefore,  either  to  read — ‘  bodies 
‘  and  lives  of  men,'  or  to  substitute  the  word  ‘  slaves  ’  for  the 
whole  periphrasis. 


CHAPTER  XIX. 

Ver.  8.  His  name  is  called,  tiie  Word  o/'God.]  This 
passage  testifies,  that  this  Tract  was  written  before  John 
wrote ,  either  his  Gospel  or  his  Epistle.  “The  apostle’s  care 
“  for  the  good  of  the  church  (observes  Cave)  is  the  writings 
"  which  he  left  to  posterity,  whereof  theirs*  in  time ,  though 
“ placed  last ,  is  his  Apocalypse ,  or  book  of  Revelations; 
“  written  while  confined  in  Patinos.”  (See  above,  c.  i.  9.) 

This  ‘  anachronism ,’  which  has  attended  every  succeeding 
generation  of  the  gospel  and  church,  has  affected  the  designa¬ 
tion  here  assigned  to  our  Lord.  That  designation,'  O  Aoros — • 
‘the  Word,’  was  assuredly  not  first  devised  by  St.  John, 
and  accepted  from  him  by  our  Lord ;  but,  it  was  first 
revealed  by  our  Lord  to  His  apostle,  who  received  it  from 
Him.  Thus,  the  essential  relation  in  time  of  those  passages  in 
which  John  elsewhere  employs  that  designation  (John,  i.  and 
1  John,  i.),  establishes  the  seniority ,  and  thereby,  the  au¬ 
thenticity  of  the  book  of  the  ‘  Revelation/  In  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  both  those  two  later  works ,  that  same  designation  is 
applied  by  this  apostle  to  our  Lord,  but  not  by  any  other  of  his 
apostles ;  and,  it  appears  to  have  been  committed  to  his  pen, 
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exclusively.  In  this  record  of  the  Vision ,  it  was  thus  disclosed 
to  him  : — ‘His  Name  is  called,  the  Word  of  God.’ 

John,  in  Patmos. 

“  I  saw  heaven  opened,  and  behold,  a  White  Horse ;  and  lie 
“  Who  sat  on  it,  was  called  Faithful  and  True ,  and  His  Name  is 
“  the  Word  of  God.” 

At  a  later  date,  in  Ephesus. 

“  In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with 
“  God,  and  Me  Word  was  God.  The  Same,  was  in  the  beginning 
“  with  God.  All  things  were  made  by  Him;  and  without  Him,  was 
“  not  any  thing  made  that  was  made.  In  Himself  was  Life  ;  and 
“  the  Life  was  the  Light  of  men.” — (John,  i.) 

“  Who  was  at  the  beginning;  whom  our  hands  have  handled  of 
“  the  Word  o/*  Life  (for,  the  Life  was  manifested,  and  we  saw  it, 
“  and  bear  witness  to  it;  and  declare  to  you  that  Eternal  Life 
“  which  was  with  theFATiiER,  and  hath  been  manifested  to  us) ;  that 
“  which  we  have  seen  and  heard  we  declare  to  you  ;  and  that  our 
“  fellowship  is  with  the  Father,  and  with  His  Son,  Jesus  Christ.” 
—  (1  John,  i.) 

If,  instead  of  submitting  themselves  to  be  drawn  into  the 
vortex  of  heathen  and  heretical  philosophies,  learned  anno¬ 
tators  had  simply  rectified  the  ‘  anachronism '  here  pointed  out, 
all  their  intricacies  and  confusions  would  have  been  avoided. 
We  are  to  be  careful  to  interpret  St.  John,  in  his  Gospel,  by  the 
standard  of  Truth  previously  imparted  to  him  in  his  Apoca¬ 
lypse ;  and,  not  to  interpret  his  Apocalypse ,  by  rabbinical  and 
heretical  expositions  applied  to  his  Gospel.  Origen,  in  the 
third  century,  distinctly  witnesses,  with  contemporary  testi¬ 
mony — “  In  communicating  with  many  Jews  and  philosophers , 
u  I  never  found  one  who  acknowledged  that  the  Word  was  the 
“  son  of  God.”  (See  above,  p.  77.) 


CHAPTER  XXI. 

Ver.  6.  I — have  done!]  yeyova,  Vat.  and  Mosc.,  not 
ytyon,  as  in  the  rec.  text. 

Ver.  16-16.  (Gr.  15-17)  its  length  and  its  breadth 
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are  equal.]  There  is  self-exposed  vitiation  in  these  verses, 
as  they  stand  in  the  common  texts ;  since,  they  state  the 
height  of  the  wall  of  the  city  to  be,  at  the  same  time,  both 
12,000  furlongs,  and  only  144  cubits.  The  Vat.  and  Mosc. 
MSS.  read,  ver.  16,  uyj  [Ltrgov  xaX.  y^e. ;  and  omit  xat  to 
reiyoc  avryg — *  and  the  wall  thereof  ’/  at  the  end  of  ver.  16 
(Gr.  15);  they  omit  also  roeouro*  earn,  in  ver.  17  (Gr.  16). 
The  Cod.  35  ( Magd .  Oxon.  sec.  xi.)  omits  to  — ‘  the 

*  height ,’  before  tea  ear/ — ‘  are  equal'  The  Vat .  and  Mosc. 

further  omit  in  ver.  18  (Gr.  17).  From  combining 

these  several  variations  of  the  text  with  its  matter,  we  may 
critically  conclude,  that  it  stood  originally  thus  : 

ncti  o  XaX op  pir  tftov  iiyi  (AiT^cv  naXxfiov  ygucrovv,  iva  r»jr 

7r«Xivf  kxi  rovs  7rvXovag  xvn jj. 

kui  n  oroXtg  T6T ^ayovog  kutxi,  xat  to  fxnKog  av-ntg  otop  to  orXaTog'  nat 
ifteT£ii<rt  Ti)P  oroXtf  toi  tcaXaiio  im  tnahtovg  oo2bkx  yiXia^ov'  to  pnxog  KXt 
to  irXxTOf  avTiji  urx  utti. 

kxi  to  !>ypog  tov  TtiyoZg  avTtig,  (kxtov  Tt<r<ra(>XK0VTX  Tirtra^up  n^yap — 

*  And  he  that  spake  to  me,  had  for  a  measure,  a  golden  reed  (or 
4  rod),  to  measure  the  City,  and  its  gates : 

4  and  the  City  lieth  four-square ;  and  its  length  is  the  same  as 
4  its  breadth,  and  he  measured  the  City  with  the  reed,  12,000  fur- 
4  longs  ;  its  length,  and  its  breadth  are  equal : 

4  and  the  height  of  its  wall,  is  144  Cubits 

Thus,  the  length  or  extent  of  the  wall  encompassing  the 
city,  is  measured  by  ‘stadia;*  but  its  height ,  by  4 cubits' 
Bengel,  who  was  not  aware  of  those  various  vitiations  of  the 
text,  was  urged  to  conjecture ,  that  the  numbers  12,000,  and 
144,  intended  the  same  measure,  by  different  modes  of  com¬ 
putation ;  and  he  even  wished  to  expel  the  word  criyuv — 
‘  cubits y  though  it  is  found  in  all  the  copies  consulted  by 
Birch  and  Matthsei,  in  Rome  and  Moscow.  The  144  cubits , 
constitute  the  fieya  xa i  uaJ/»jAov — 4  vast  altitude j  ascribed  to 
the  wall  in  ver.  13  (Gr.  12).  Neither  Erasmus,  of  the  early 
annotators,  nor  Burton,  Bloomfield,  nor  Trollope,  of  the  most 
recent,  notice  this  passage. 

Ib.  according  to  man's  measurcy  which  was  that  of  the 
angel.]  /itr^ov  avflg&jffou,  o  6<rr/v  a.'yytXou — *  mensura  hominisy  quee 

*  est  angeli Vulg.  (i.  e.  *  qua  usus  est  angelus.’)  The  words 
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merely  signify,  that  the  measurements  of  the  angel  arc  to 
be  understood,  according  to  human  measures  of  length  and 
height.  But,  the  general  propensity  to  the  mysterious,  has 
operated  in  this  simple  description  ;  so  that  the  learned 
Bengel  was  led  to  suggest,  “  Stadia  12,000,  absolute  dicta, 
“  crant  humana:  144  sivc  cubiti  sivc  calami,  non  crant 
“  humani,  sed  angelico-humani ,  humanis  multo  majores. 
“  Sive  calami  144,  sive  cubiti  erant,  eandem  muri  alti- 
“  tudinem  collatio  12,000  stadiorum  exhibet.”  James’s 
version  has  obscured  the  text,  by  rendering,  “according  to  the 
“  measure  of  a  man ,  that  is,  of  the  angel:"  choosing  to  be 
guided  here  by  Wiclif's  version  of  the  Latin ,  which  he  ren¬ 
dered,  “  hi  mesure  of  man ,  that  is,  of  an  aungcl rather  than 
by  that  of  Tgndale  and  his  immediate  successors ,  who  revised 
by  the  Greek — *  The  measure  that  the  angell  had ,  was  after 
*  the  measure  that  man  useth' 


CHAPTER  XXII. 

Ver.  16, 17.  ‘  Surely,  I  come  quickly!’ — 'Amen  !  even  so 
1  come.  Lord  Jesus!1]  These  clauses,  should  thus  be  divided 
(as  by  Burton,  Scliolz,  and  Cardwell);  the  a,u.r,v — 'Amen!' 
being  the  responsive  aspiration  of  the  apostle . 

“  Behold  !  I  will  send  my  Messenger  {Elijah  or  the  Bap- 
“  tist),  and  he  shall  prepare  the  way  before  Me.  And  the 
“  Lord,  whom  ye  seek,  shall  suddenly  come  to  His  temple, 
“  even  the  Messenger  of  the  Covenant  {the  Messiah),  whom 
“  ye  delight  in :  behold !  He  shall  come ,  saith  the  Lord  of 
“  Hosts!”  (Malachi,  iii.  1.) 

“And  though,  because  He  delayeth,  they  slumber  and 
“  sleep;  yet,  they  who  are  ready,  shall  go  in  to  the  Mar- 
“  riage  ;  and  the  doors  shall  be  locked!” — (Matt.  xxv. 
5-10. —  Comp,  above,  Luke,  xviii.  8,  p.  78.) 


GENERAL  EPISTLE. 


CHAPTER  II. 

Ver.  12,  13,  14,  my  Children — fathers  —  young. ]  I 
pointed  out,  in  a  former  Annotation ,  that  the  apostle  here 
addresses  only  two  classes  of  persons — fathers  and  young ; 
and  that  the  general  appellation,  xexv/a  — 1  Children/  em¬ 
braces  them  all;  as  in  the  first  verse  of  the  same  chapter,  and 
throughout  the  epistle.  So  also,  St.  Peter  addresses  the 
Christian  community  to  which  he  writes  (1  Ep.  v.  1,  4,  5) ; 
as,  ‘ elders /  vecoregoi —  ‘younger,’  rruvrtg —  ‘all;’ 

which  last  term,  answers  to  the  general  rexvnx — ‘ Children /  in 
this  place. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Ver.  4.  who  separateth.]  6  Xve/ — not  6  /ajj  bfLoXoyu : — 
Macknight  has  duly  noticed  the  former  ancient  and  import¬ 
ant  reading,  in  the  ‘  qui  solvit '  of  the  Lat.  Vulg. ;  Burton, 
also,  has  adverted  to  it,  with  even  more  attention,  in  his 
note.  What  prudential  motive  has  induced  Bloomfield  and 
Trollope  to  withhold  all  reference  to  it  in  their  annotations, 
I  am  unable  to  conjecture.  Compare  Heb.  ii.  9.  Annot. 

Ver.  9.  God  is  Love.]  6  Of  os  uyanr)  e«n  : — This  essential 
attribute  of  the  Divine  Nature,  in  its  unity ,  constitutes  the 
eternal  union  of  its  Divine  Persons,  in  their  trinity .  (See 
above,  p.  106,  ‘  Symbol  of  the  Catholic  Christian  Faith.’) 


CHAPTER  V. 

Ver.  7.  rec .  text.]  We  may  venture  to  assume,  after  the 
full  assemblage  of  testimonies  respecting  the  spuriousness  of 
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the  clause  controverted  in  this  verse,  (which  are  collected  in 
the  former  of  these  Annotations) ,  and  which  arc  sealed  with 
the  testimony  of  Cardinal  Bessarion,  (hitherto  unknown  to 
its  defenders) ;  that  the  late  learned  Bishop  Burgess  (who 
favoured  me  with  a  copy  of  his  la9t  defence,  only  a  few  weeks 
before  his  decease)  is  the  last  champion ,  of  distinguished 
erudition,  that  will  ever  again  attempt  to  maintain  its  au¬ 
thenticity.  Luther  had  excluded  the  clause  from  his  German 
Bible,  and  also  from  his  catechism ;  but,  some  busy  philo- 
ponists  of  his  countrymen  have  since  interpolated  it :  on 
wdiich  proceeding  Michaelis  pertinently  remarked  ;  “  It  is 
“  not  only  unjust,  but  injudicious ;  for,  children  are  thus 
“  accustomed  to  consider  this  passage  as  the  chief  proof  of 
“  the  * doctrine  of  the  Trinity;  the  consequence  of  which 
“  is,  that,  when  they  are  grown  up,  and  have  been  informed 
“  that  the  passage  is  spurious ,  they  naturally  conclude,  that 
“  the  doctrine  itself  is  ungrounded ( Introd .  vol.  iv.  p.  441 .) 

Ver.  17.  there  is,  sin  not  to  death!]  St.  John,  here,  uses 
the  qualified  word  sin — a/iagr/a,  in  contrast  to  that  highest 
sense  in  which  our  Lord  used  the  latter  when  he  said  — 
“That  the  Comforter  (or  H.  Spirit)  will  convince  or  convict 
“  the  world  of  sin,  because  they  believe  not  in  Him.”  (John, 
xvi.  9.)  It  was  with  reference  to  that  highest  sin ,  when  he 
said,  that  blasphemy  against  the  Holy  Spirit,  is  guilty  of 
eternal  sin.  (Mark,  iii.  27.)  That  was  the  sin  intended  by 
St.  John,  when  he  said  —  ‘  there  is  a  sin ,  to  death!  Now,  no 
one  can  ever  incur  the  penalty  of  that  latter  sin — to  death , 
who  penitentially/ears  to  incur  it;  because,  the  very  fear  of 
incurring  it,  is  assuring  evidence,  that  he  is  not  guilty  of  it. 

*  If  thou  wilt  confess  with  thy  mouth  the  word,  that  Jesus  is 
‘  Lord,  and  wilt  believe  in  thine  heart,  that  God  hath  raised 
‘  him  from  the  dead,  thou  wilt  be  saved*  (Rom.  x.  10.) 
wherefore  *  I  give  you  to  know, —  that  no  one  can  say,  Jesus 

*  is  the  Lord,  but  by  the  Holy  Spirit .’  (1  Cor.  xii.  3.) 

When,  therefore,  St.  John  says,  ‘  He  who  i9  begotten  of  God 
‘  cannot  sin;*  hi9  proposition  is  confined  to  this  import,  that 
he  whom  God  has  empowered  to  believe  that  Jesus  is  the 
Christ ,  cannot  be  guilty  of  the  sin  of  disbelieving  that  Jesus  is 
the  Christ;  a  proposition,  which  is  self-evident:  and,  it  is 
only  to  such  believers  that  he  addresses  himself,  in  c.  ii.  1. 
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when  he  says  —  1  My  children ,  if  any  (of  you)  sin  ,  We  have 
1  an  Advocate ,  &c.’  For,  there  is  no  advocacy  for  the  ‘  out- 
1  law  sin,  of  positive  disbelieving  and  therefore  he  con- 
*  eludes — *  There  is,  sin  to  death:  for  that  I  mean,  thou 
‘  Shalt  not  pray  fur  it' — e<rr/v  upagria  davarov'  ou  <regi  exe/vtjg 
(ufj,agrta$)y  i.tyu  tv  a  efwrjjtfTj,  i.  e.  Xfyw,  tva  ou  eguryff?]  tregt  exe/v7]<; 
apagr/as.  We  are,  indeed,  to  supplicate,  that  the  simple  un¬ 
believer  may  be  guided  and  encouraged  to  believe ;  but,  not 
that  he  may  be  pardoned  and  absolved ,  while  he  obstinately 
rebels ,  and  willingly  adheres  to  hi9  disbelief:  for,  such  a  dis¬ 
position  could  not  be  admitted  in  the  same  society  with 
believers ,  without  transmitting  to  the  company  of  Heaven 
the  very  evils  which  the  preliminary  exercise  of  this  earthly 
existence ,  w  as  ordained  to  prevent . 


PERSONAL  EPISTLES. 


II.  AND  III. 


JUDE . 


Ver.  1.  Jude,  the  servant  of  Jesus  Christ  and  brother  of 
James. ]  To  identify  the  Jude  who  here  so  plainly  describes 
himself,  needs  none  of  the  learned  disquisitiou  by  which 
Micliaelis  has,  on  this  as  on  some  other  occasions,  coniplexed 
and  confused  a  very  simple  point.  (See  above,  Annot .  to 
John,  xix.  25.)  His  observation,  “  that  Jude  or  Judas ,  has 
“  not  designated  himself  apostle ,”  is  wholly  nugatory;  for, 
neither  have  James  nor  John  in  their  general  epistles,  nor 
Paul  in  his  epistles  to  the  Philippians  and  to  Philemou, 
designated  themselves  Apostles .  It  is  only  necessary  to  ob¬ 
serve,  of  this  short  Epistle,  that  it  is  entirely  confined  to  matter 
already  propounded  by  St.  Peter,  in  his  Second  Epistle. 

END  OF  TIIE  APOSTOLICAL  EPISTLES. 


I  here  conclude  these  *  Supplemental  Annotations,'  with 
due  reverence  and  attachment  to  “  Christ's  Holy  Catholic 
“  or  Universal  Cuurcii;  but ,  most  especially,  to  those  pure 
“  and  Apostolical  Sister- Branches  of  it,  which  are  severally 
“  established  in  this  United  Kingdom  of  England,  Scot- 
“  land,  and  Ireland.” 


THE  END. 
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